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Enabling Legislation 
 
Information available at 
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=6438&year=2007. 
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High-Speed Internet Strategy Work Group  
August 7, 2008 Meeting Minutes 
Department of Information Services  
James R. Larson, Forum Building Boardroom 
605 11th Avenue SE 
Olympia, Washington 
 
Members Present: 
Twyla Barnes – Educational Service District 112 
Betty Buckley – Communities Connect Network 
Earl Heister, Information Services Board 
Johan Hellman – Verizon Communications 
Phil Jones – Utilities and Transportation Commission 
David Keyes – City of Seattle 
Gail Love – Communication Workers of America 
Ron Lucas – Rainer Communications Commission 
Ron Main - Broadband Cable Association of Washington 
Alison McCaffree - NPower 
Lew McMurran – Washington Technology Industry Association 
Jeff Mero – Association of Washington Public Hospital Districts 
Matt Mitchell – Washington State University 
Matt Newbry – Community, Trade and Economic Development  
Gary Robinson – Department of Information Services 
David Siburg, Kitsap Public Utility District 
Ed Stern – City of Poulsbo 
Mary Taylor – CenturyTel 
Roger Millian - Grays Harbor Economic Development Council (representing Michael Tracy) 
Dan Youmans – AT&T 
 
Members Absent: 
Jim Broman – Lacey Fire District #3 
John Klein – King County 
Gary Mallon- Greater Spokane Incorporated  
Susie Mason - Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation 
Joe Poire – Port of Whitman County 
 
Call to Order and Welcome Gary Robinson, Department of Information Services (DIS), 


welcomed all attendees. 
 


Previous Meeting Minutes Motion:  The Work Group moved to approve the July 9, 
2008 meeting minutes.  The motion passed unanimously. 
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Follow-up Actions from July 
Meeting 
 


Tom Robinson, CBG Communications, Inc. (CBG), reviewed 
the work that had been completed since the July 9, 2008 
meeting.  This was a combination of background information 
provided at the request of Work Group members and 
responses to questions posed to the Work Group in 
preparation of the August meeting. 
 
Information provided to the Work Group included: 


- other states protection of  competitively sensitive 
information,  


- a synopsis of electricity, telephone, and cable 
television deployment and adoption history,  


- information on the Vermont Telecommunications 
Authority, and  


- information on possible federal funding for state 
mapping initiatives. 


 
Definition of “High-Speed 
Internet” 


Tom Robinson, CBG, reviewed with the Work Group 
information on definitions of high-speed internet service 
(HSIS) used by other states.  Mr. Robinson stated that in the 
proposed Federal Communications Commission (FCC) 
tiered definition was provided by a number of Work Group 
members.   
 
Ed Stern, City of Poulsbo, stated that the Work Group 
should focus on applications, not just the up-load or down-
load speeds.  Mr. Stern cautioned the Work Group from 
adopting a definition that could be considered basic internet, 
not high-speed. 
 
Johan Hellman, Verizon, raised concerns related to using 
applications in the definition, specifically as applications are 
changing so quickly. 
 
Connie Book, CBG, stated that California has used 
applications as part of their definition for about eighteen 
months and feels that their mapping initiative is successful. 
 
David Keyes, City of Seattle, stated that the Work Group 
should consider “setting a floor” for the HSIS definition.  This 
would acknowledge internet service that is below the “floor”, 
but only service above the “floor” would be considered high-
speed. 
 
Betty Buckley, Connect Communities Network (CCN), stated 
that a barrier to adoption of high-speed internet is the ability 
to use applications.  Ms. Buckley highlighted that people 
may not know what a particular speed means; however, they 
may understand what applications can or cannot be used in 
an area. 
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Earl Heister, Information Services Board (ISB), stated that 
the Work Group should consider a hybrid definition.  One 
that not just a technical definition.  The definition should be 
clearly defined by speed, but also by applications. 


  
 Creating a Geographic 
Information System Map 
 


Connie Book, CBG, reviewed information related to the 
evolution of other states HSIS mapping initiatives.  She 
discussed that in some states the initial idea was illustrate 
the unserved areas and evolved to representing the 
availability of different services at the street level.  She 
review how state initiatives have developed, based on the 
usability of the maps.   
 
Phil Jones, Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC), 
stated that the California maps appear to be based on 
information submitted to the FCC on Form 477.  He stated 
that other states may operate under franchising rules and 
other conditions that are different from those in Washington. 
 
Ed Stern, City of Poulsbo, stated that the Work Group might 
consider creating a HSIS map that is similar to a zoning 
map, based on applications. 
 
John Cunningham, CBG, stated that mapping technology 
would allow the state to create many different maps 
dependent on how the map was queried.   
 


Open Records in Washington 
State 


Roselyn Marcus, Office of Financial Management, gave a 
presentation on the history of the Washington Open Records 
Act.  Ms. Marcus discussed the history of the federal and 
state Public Records Acts; the purpose of the Washington 
Public Disclosure Act (PDA); elements of the PDA; 
exemptions from the PDA; the Sunshine Committee; and 
recommendations to the Work Group regarding the 
protection of proprietary or competitively sensitive 
information.   
 
Ms. Marcus’s recommendations for the protection of 
proprietary or competitively sensitive information were 
related to specific exemptions from the PDA. 
 
Work Group members asked questions about other ways to 
protect information, such as engaging a third party to assist 
with the HSIS mapping initiative, as other states have done.  
Ms. Marcus stated that she would look into the examples of 
how other states have implemented HSIS mapping initiatives 
and how Washington’s PDA would apply.  Ms. Marcus will 
provide this information to the Work Group at the September 
10, 2008 meeting. 
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David Keyes, City of Seattle, asked about an exemption for 
security of public networks.  Ms. Marcus explained that there 
was an exemption passed after September 11, 2001 as part 
of a bigger security package.  Ms. Marcus stated that she 
would explore if this exemption would protect public records 
that are included in a HSIS mapping initiative from the PDA. 
 
Ron Main, Broadband Cable Association of Washington, 
asked if a third party were to conduct the mapping initiative 
on behalf of the state would their working papers be subject 
to the PDA.  Ms. Marcus stated that she could not provide 
an answer without further detail.  She will look into it and 
provide a response at the September 10, 2008 meeting. 
 
Gary Robinson, DIS, asked that a link to the Washington 
Public Records Act be included on the Work Group’s web 
page. 
 


Other States Protection of 
Proprietary and Competitively 
Sensitive Information 
 


Tom Robinson, CBG, reviewed with the Work Group the 
approaches of other states to protect proprietary and 
competitively sensitive information.  Mr. Robinson presented 
details related to the HSIS mapping initiatives in California, 
Kentucky, and Vermont.  He reviewed overviews of 
approaches by Oregon, Arkansas, Maine, Massachusetts, 
North Carolina, and Pennsylvania.  
 
Mr. Robinson stated that California maps six tiers.  
Information submitted is protected from public disclosure 
through non-disclosure agreements (NDA).  Following the 
development of the final product, the raw data is destroyed, 
as required by the NDA. 
 
Mr. Robinson reviewed Kentucky’s initiative.  
ConnectKentucky, a third part non-profit organization was 
created to gather the information and create maps of service 
availability and infrastructure inventories.  Connected Nation 
grew from the ConnectKentucky initiative.  Ohio, Tennessee, 
South Carolina, and West Virginia follow the Connected 
Nation’s model.  
 
Mr. Robinson stated that in Vermont service providers 
submit data toe the Department of Public Service (DPS).  
 


Next Steps Tom Robinson, CBG, stated that the CBG team will compile 
questions to facilitate conversation at the September 10, 
2008 meeting.  Tamara Jones, DIS, will distribute the 
questions to the Work Group and interested parties via e-
mail.  Responses are requested by August 15, 2008.   
 
The CBG team will draft a definition of “high-speed internet”; 
compile information on other states approached to local 
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technology teams, including funding and implementation; 
costs of other states mapping initiatives and funding 
mechanisms; potential requirements for geographic 
information system mapping for public and private 
infrastructure. 
 
The above items will be distributed to the Work Group 
members in advance of the September 10, 2008 meeting.   
 


Public Comment Gary Robinson, DIS, asked if any of the public attendees 
would like to add any comments to the conversation.  There 
was no public comment. 
 


Closing Comments Gary Robinson, DIS, reminded participants that all the 
meetings are scheduled for 1:00 p.m. – 4:00 p.m. in the 
Forum Building Boardroom and that Work Group members 
and the public may participate by phone.  The call in 
information can be found on the Work Group web page. 
 
Phil Jones, UTC, asked that information on the cost of other 
states HSIS mapping initiatives be provided to the Work 
Group. 
 
Mr. Robinson expressed appreciation for everyone’s 
participation and informed the Work Group that if they would 
like additional information or have any questions to 
communicate those to Tamara Jones of DIS at (360) 902-
3557 or tamaraj@dis.wa.gov.   
 


Adjournment The meeting was adjourned. 
 





		High-Speed Internet Strategy Work Group 

		August 7, 2008 Meeting Minutes
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Responses to Questions from High-Speed Internet Strategy Work Group 
Prepared by Tom Robinson, CBG Communications, Inc., (610) 889-7470 
 
Presenter 
Tom Robinson, CBG Communications, Inc. 
 
Respondent # 1 2 3 
Elements AT&T Grays Harbor Communication Workers of 


America (CWA) 
1. What is the definition of 
"local" as applied to a local 
technology planning team 
(i.e. neighborhood, city, 
county, multi-county, 
regional, etc)? 
 


The most effective “local” level for 
technology teams is by county.  At the 
county level there is optimal critical 
mass in terms of political leadership 
and widespread support among many 
diverse sectors to build a technology 
leadership team.  Other states, such 
as Kentucky, have had success with 
their local technology teams, which 
can serve as a model in the State of 
Washington. 


Let’s be clear about technology planning.  
For a public or private carrier company to 
invest in maintaining and upgrading any 
given network with extended coverage 
and/or enhanced services, the company 
has an obligation to its shareholders to 
make a return on the investment.   
 
Local is defined as the organization 
responsible for planning, design, 
implementation and operation of a 
communication network in any defined area. 
Within a carrier service provider 
organization, there are multiple groups that 
combine inputs, e.g. sales, marketing, 
engineering, network operations, finance, 
customer service, strategic planning and 
executive.  Some parts of the network are 
managed by local groups, some parts by 
regional groups, some parts by national 
groups and in some cases some parts by 
international groups.  The point is that the 
layers of any given network are managed 
with appropriate layers of organization.   
 


Teams on a county level, county 
elected or appointed officials.  
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Respondent # 4 5 6 
Elements City of Seattle Verizon Educational Service District 112 
1. What is the 
definition of "local" 
as applied to a local 
technology planning 
team (i.e. 
neighborhood, city, 
county, multi-county, 
regional, etc)? 
 


In general, I’d recommend the county as the 
planning team scale, though with potentially some 
exceptions for urban or more rural areas.  Also there 
could be uses at some point for facilitating specific 
neighborhood teams for targeting very local 
underserved areas.  
 
The scope of work of these teams may be the 
greatest determinant. At some points there may be 
a distinction to be made between infrastructure 
planning (backbone, consumer service providers, 
pricing) and adoption planning (digital literacy 
training, end user equipment deployment for low-
income or disabled residents, broadband application 
content for local communities). 
 
Infrastructure:  
To define local here, consider what area will have 
most planning and decision making capacity for 
deployment of infrastructure? Factors here include: 
 
a)  Government districts that franchise deploy and 


manage information technology and 
telecommunications infrastructure (this would 
include cable franchise areas and utility districts). 


b)  What is the smallest area that industry is likely 
to participate in?  


c)  Interest from regional planning bodies  
d)  Capacity to consider neighborhood based, 


community technology solutions (community 
wireless, small business district distribution 
solutions) 


 
Adoption - Digital literacy services and end user 
equipment.  
 
Preferably countywide, the same as infrastructure. 
However education service districts and community 
service area delineations should be considered.  


States such as Kentucky have shown 
success at developing local 
technology teams and could serve as 
a model for Washington state.  The 
experience of other states shows that 
the most effective definition of “local” 
for technology teams is “at the county 
level” where there exists the optimal 
combination of political leadership 
and the broadest platform of support. 


The definition of “local” may be 
unique to an area depending on a 
number of factors.  For example, a 
large, but otherwise rural geography 
might need to plan regionally in order 
to encompass a vast service area in a 
sparsely populated location.  
However, a primarily urban location 
may be predominantly focused on a 
local community effort because of the 
population and existing provisioned 
services available.  Similarly, school 
districts each have a technology 
planning group that updates their 
plans regularly.  Larger districts may 
have a formal process in place to 
provide district and building level 
technology plans.  But, smaller 
districts may require assistance from 
a wider audience, including their 
community or their Educational 
Service District.   
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Respondent # 7 8 9 
Elements Information Services Board Department of Information 


Services 
CBG Communications, Inc. 


1. What is the definition of 
"local" as applied to a 
local technology planning 
team (i.e. neighborhood, 
city, county, multi-county, 
regional, etc)? 
 


The population of a particular area and 
the geographic location should be 
considered to define “local”.  Population 
and the size of the jurisdiction will vary 
across the state and as such may play 
a role in what types of organizations 
need to be included on the local 
technology planning team.  For 
example, the city of Seattle may have 
many local teams, whereas, the Tri-
Cities area may have one.  
 
The Department of Community, Trade, 
and Economic Development (CTED) 
uses ten regional service areas. These 
regional service areas might be a good 
method to define local boundaries from 
an economic development perspective. 


We should examine the definition of 
“local” used for other statewide 
initiatives.  For example, the 
Department of Community, Trade, and 
Economic Development’s (CTED) 
regional service areas, could be used 
as these would with economic 
development regions.  Other definitions 
that could apply would be public safety 
regions, education districts, or 
legislative districts, which are 
determined by population. 


The goal for a technology planning 
team should be to ascertain information 
and strategize future high-speed 
internet deployment and adoption at the 
county, and ultimately city and 
neighborhood level.  This will often work 
best if the technology team is county-
based, therefore allowing roll-up of 
information from the neighborhood and 
city level to be included with the county 
as a whole.  Where several counties in 
a geographic area of the state have 
similar characteristics, more than one 
county could work together while 
continuing to serve the needs of each of 
the counties individually and its cities 
and neighborhoods.  This would also 
serve to minimize the resources needed 
at the county level for the project.  For 
example, a team could be developed for 
Ferry, Stevens and Pend Oreille 
counties that follows the template of the 
Tri-County Economic Development 
group that currently serves all three.  
The counties could have oversight and 
direction offered from a state level team 
ensuring continuity in methodologies, 
the information being gathered and 
determination of statewide and local 
strategies for moving forward. 
 
The state level team’s oversight would 
allow providers to have a go-to group 
for the entire state, while also having 
the local county teams to work through 
area-specific issues and challenges. 
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Respondent # 1 2 3 
Elements AT&T Grays Harbor Communication Workers of 


America (CWA) 
2. What is the best way 
to build and facilitate 
local technology 
planning teams? 
 


The first step would be to bring in a professional 
facilitator to coordinate the program in each 
county.  A person or group dedicated solely to this 
effort is essential.  Second, it is critical that the 
program works with the local political leaders, 
such as the county executive and other elected 
officials, to gain their support and involvement.  
The third step would be to reach out to the 
community and specifically, representatives from 
the key sectors (listed in response to question #5), 
to build a strong and active technology team.  
Overall, it is very important that there is good 
communication among the direct participants and 
with the community as a whole for these local 
programs to be successful. 
 


Data, data, data.  Multiple sources 
of inputs sourced from customer 
data by the network providing 
company.  Company data mines 
both existing and potential 
customers in any geographic area 
via internal and external sources as 
determined by budget. 
 


Work with local chambers of 
commerce, economic development 
groups, schools, libraries, and other 
local groups to build on established, 
local efforts.   
 


Respondent # 4 5 6 
Elements City of Seattle Verizon Educational Service District 


112 
2. What is the best way 
to build and facilitate 
local technology 
planning teams? 
 


First, the scope of work needs to be well defined. 
They will need to be supported in some way by 
the state if there is to be any reasonable 
expectation of responsibility, continuity and 
reporting.  They’ll need to know how the products 
of their plans will be utilized (that they’ll be 
listened to).  Utilize a local body, perhaps a 
planning organization or university as organizer 
and facilitator if possible.   
 
To build them, ask for appointments from local 
jurisdictions along with an open recruitment 
process for at large representatives.  Utilize 
existing bodies where possible.  Provide support 
from the state for technical information and 
background training to ensure participants have 
the materials needed to conduct this work.  


For the purposes of developing 
Washington state’s approach to 
local technology teams, the best 
path forward is to begin by learning 
more about the record of success 
achieved by other states.  For 
example, Ernie Wood (Project 
Management Director for 
eCommunity Strategies) has 
extensive experience developing 
these programs in states such as 
Kentucky and California and would 
be able to provide valuable insights 
early in the process. 
 
 


In some locations the K-12 district 
may be one of the largest employers 
and possess some of the best 
technology planners and users in the 
region.  For starting a local 
technology planning team, the local 
school district may be a strong 
candidate for commencing regional 
planning efforts. 
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Respondent # 7 8 9 
Elements Information Services Board Department of Information 


Services 
CBG Communications, Inc. 


2. What is the best way to 
build and facilitate local 
technology planning 
teams? 
 


Recommend working with community 
development organizations.  As an 
example, in the Tri-Cities we have 
TRIDEC (Tri-Cities Industrial 
Development Council).  Also local and 
regional planning groups and or city 
councils. 
 
Local connectivity providers and local 
ISP providers should be included in the 
team (Washington Association of 
Internet Service Providers (WAISP) and 
cities that provide Internet services.   


Local technology teams should be as 
inclusive as possible including local 
leadership, economic development, 
hospitals and health care, education, 
etc.  Representatives from service 
providers should also be involved. 


Each of the counties will need to have 
significant input into the development of 
its local technology planning team.  In 
some cases there will be existing 
technology groups that can either 
expand to include the tasks of the local 
broadband-related technology team or 
these groups can help develop new 
teams.  There needs to be a sense of 
cooperation between these teams and 
the state.  These teams need to be 
presented with realistic goals and 
timelines as well as the potential 
outcomes that would benefit each of the 
technology planning team’s areas.  In 
other words, members of the local 
planning teams need to feel that the 
project is meaningful and can have a 
positive impact on their area or county.   
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Respondent # 1 2 3 
Elements AT&T Grays Harbor Communication Workers of 


America (CWA) 
3.  Do local technology 
planning teams already exist?  
 


AT&T is not aware of any teams that have 
been established for this specific purpose 
and with this particular structure in the State 
of Washington.  However, local technology 
teams have been established in other 
states, such as Kentucky, Ohio, Tennessee 
and California.  We can learn a great deal 
from their experiences and successes. 
 


TBD No response provided at this time. 


a.  If so, please identify.  
 


NA TBD No response provided at this time. 


b.  How can they be engaged 
in this effort? 
 


If there are teams in place in Washington 
with similar goals, the program should 
leverage their current work.   


 


No response provided at this time. No response provided at this time. 
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Respondent # 4 5 6 
Elements City of Seattle Verizon Educational Service District 112 
3.  Do local technology 
planning teams 
already exist?   
 


In my experience, these are not widespread 
currently. The local cable commissions or cable 
advisory boards are a good start (Ask WATOA if 
they have a list. In Seattle, there is a Citizens 
Technology and Telecommunication Advisory 
Board). There may be some other relevant bodies 
(like parties to current fiber sharing agreements).   
 
Also regional planning teams for other related 
disciplines could be consulted (e.g. housing, 
growth planning, economic development and 
human services).  
 


Verizon is not aware of any local 
technology teams that have been 
organized in Washington state for this 
specific purpose, although states 
such as Kentucky, Ohio, Tennessee 
and California have successfully 
established local technology teams 
and would serve as valuable models 
for the state to observe as this 
process moves forward. 


Many school districts use a 
committee or team approach in 
developing the district plan.  
Members may include certificated 
staff, administrative and technical 
staff, or at-large members from the 
community. 


a.  If so, please 
identify.  
 


In my experience, these are not widespread 
currently. The local cable commissions or cable 
advisory boards are a good start (Ask WATOA if 
they have a list. In Seattle, there is a Citizens 
Technology and Telecommunication Advisory 
Board). There may be some other relevant bodies 
(like parties to current fiber sharing agreements). 
 
Also regional planning teams for other related 
disciplines could be consulted (e.g. housing, 
growth planning, economic development and 
human services.  
 


NA Each district would need to be 
contacted in order to obtain this 
information. 


b.  How can they be 
engaged in this effort? 
 


Feedback on state proposals. Identification of 
local resources or partnerships that could be 
brought to facilitate deployment and adoption 
(digital literacy trainers/community technology 
centers, local marketing). They could also provide 
assistance in marketing consumer testing of 
broadband speed.  Potentially they could evaluate 
the feasibility of small-scale community 
broadband deployments or joint purchasing.  
 


No response provided at this time. As noted above, they may provide a 
starting point for creation of planning 
team.  Participation would be up to 
the local district and its board.   


 







High-Speed Internet Strategy Work Group Meeting  September 10, 2008
 


 Page 4 -8


 
Respondent # 7 8 9 
Elements Information Services Board Department of Information 


Services 
CBG Communications, Inc. 


3.  Do local technology 
planning teams already 
exist?   
 


Communities may have teams already. Yes Yes, at least in some locals.  
 


a.  If so, please identify.  
 


For example, the Tri-Cities has a 
Bandwidth committee as part of the IT 
subcommittee for TRIDEC.  We should 
seek out similar committees in other 
communities and evaluate their current 
planning.  One way to identify this is to 
find out what communities are receiving 
federal grants to enhance bandwidth 
and engage the teams working these 
grants.  Service providers should be 
involved in the conversation.  This could 
include the WAISP and local ISPs.   
 


Many communities have local 
technology teams or teams that are 
very similar and could be incorporated 
into the initiative.  Entities such as the 
University of Washington Infomatics 
School, Washington State University 
Extension (WSU-E), and the 
Communities Connect Network could 
assist with identifying existing teams. 
 
 
 
 


An example would be RITC (Rural 
Information Technology Center) in 
Stevens County, that was formed a 
number of years ago and has already 
worked on telecommunications and 
broadband–related issues for 
constituencies in the County. 
 


b.  How can they be 
engaged in this effort? 
 


Existing teams should be invited to 
share any ongoing efforts and to review 
and comment on deliverables from this 
Work Group. 


Initial outreach efforts could target 
existing teams, rather than focusing on 
creating new teams. 


It will be important to identify as many of 
these existing entities as possible and 
perform initial outreach to incorporate 
them into the overall effort.  The 
likelihood is that the state initiative will 
be synergistic with their own goals and 
objectives. 
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Respondent # 1 2 3 
Elements AT&T Grays Harbor Communication Workers of America 


(CWA) 
4.  How are the local 
technology planning 
teams initially funded - 
volunteer, state funding, 
grants, federal funds?  
How should the funding 
be continued over time? 
 


The broadband initiative in Washington 
should consider a broad range of 
funding options, including local, state, 
and federal government funds, as well 
as private grants.  It is very important 
that adequate funding be provided at 
the local level to bring in the appropriate 
expertise to facilitate strong 
commitment to the program.    


TBD.  Question can be initially 
answered from CBG information on 
States that have experience 
conducting local technology teams. 


Volunteers donate 1 hr. a month for 6 months 
or more, volunteer groups broken in to regions 
of the state.  


 


Respondent # 4 5 6 
Elements City of Seattle Verizon Educational Service District 112 
4.  How are the local 
technology planning 
teams initially funded - 
volunteer, state funding, 
grants, federal funds?  
How should the funding 
be continued over time? 
 


State or federal funds with some 
volunteers.  Funding could be released 
with the formation of local planning 
teams under some guidelines. 
Potentially foundations could contribute. 
Funding continuation may be addressed 
with additional local support after the 
teams have established an ongoing 
need and produced relevant work.  


Funding options include local, state, 
and federal government funds as 
well as private grants.  Adequate 
funding provided at the local level is 
essential in order to attract the level 
of expertise needed to secure a 
strong commitment to the program. 


District technology planning teams are 
generally school district employees who 
prepare the technology plan as one of their 
normally assigned duties. 
 
Districts receive funding from primarily 
regional and state sources. 


Respondent # 7 8 9 
Elements Information Services Board Department of Information 


Services 
CBG Communications, Inc. 


4.  How are the local 
technology planning 
teams initially funded - 
volunteer, state funding, 
grants, federal funds?  
How should the funding 
be continued over time? 
 


All of the above.   
 
All possible funding sources should be 
pursued.  The state should concentrate 
on state backbone issues.  A state 
entity could be identified to act as a 
clearing house to investigate and 
advertise federal funding opportunities; 
however, communities should be 
responsible for seeking funding. 


Existing teams seem to be funded 
from various sources (federal, state, 
and private) through grants and 
direct appropriation.  E2SSB 6438 
created funding for Community 
Technology Opportunity Programs 
from the state through grants 
awarded by the WSU-E.  This 
program could be expanded. 


The local technology teams would be 
comprised of individuals from stakeholders 
such as government, education, community 
groups and local businesses.  These 
individuals could work primarily on a voluntary 
basis.  Reasonable expenses and costs 
incurred by the local technology teams could 
be funded at the state and federal level with 
contributions by local foundations and 
businesses where available. 
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Respondent # 1 2 3 
Elements AT&T Grays Harbor Communication Workers of 


America (CWA) 
5.  What are the 
components of a local 
community that would 
represent a cross-section 
(residents, community 
groups, non-profits, 
business, educators) for 
involvement in local 
technology planning? 
 


Programs that have been successful in other 
states bring in a broad cross-section of the 
community with high-levels of interest in high-
speed Internet services.  These sectors include 
Agriculture, Business & Industry (including the 
Chambers of Commerce and Economic 
Development Councils), Local Government, 
Community and Service Organizations (such as 
United Way), Health Care, Higher Education, K-
12 Education, Libraries, and Tourism/Parks.  As 
mentioned earlier, it is also essential that 
community leaders are directly engaged, 
including elected officials and the government 
agencies they oversee.    


The contents of any community inputs 
from all sources must be clearly 
understood by the responsible 
company making the investment. 


 


Divided into sectors, community 
and business-based, agriculture, 
government, healthcare, higher 
education, K12, libraries, tourism 
and parks.  


 


Respondent # 4 5 6 
Elements City of Seattle Verizon Educational Service District 


112 
5.  What are the 
components of a local 
community that would 
represent a cross-section 
(residents, community 
groups, non-profits, 
business, educators) for 
involvement in local 
technology planning? 
 


Local governments, community economic 
development and workforce training 
organizations, software industry, broadband 
providers, non-profit organizations (especially 
those with community technology learning 
centers), business, telecommunications unions, 
K-12 education, community colleges, local 
economic development organizations, health 
care, legal services, libraries, universities, 
tourism, and agriculture.  
 
Additional specific expertise in technology 
infrastructure, community technology, education 
and research may be warranted.  
 


Some of the constituencies that have 
helped to develop local technology 
teams include the following:   
- community leaders including local 


elected officials and government 
agencies; 


- business and industry, including 
local chambers of commerce and 
economic development councils; 


- local government; 
- community service  organizations; 
- health care; 
- education, both K-12 and higher 


education; 
- libraries;   
- tourism, parks and recreation. 


District technology planning 
committees/teams may include 
board members, staff, or community 
members from a variety of 
backgrounds.  These, and many 
others, would provide a meaningful 
cross-section for initiating local 
technology planning. 
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Respondent # 7 8 9 
Elements Information Services Board Department of Information 


Services 
CBG Communications, Inc. 


5.  What are the 
components of a local 
community that would 
represent a cross-section 
(residents, community 
groups, non-profits, 
business, educators) for 
involvement in local 
technology planning? 
 


Groups that are representative of 
communities should be part of the local 
teams, such as non-profits, businesses, 
education, and other community 
groups. 


For a local technology planning team to 
be as successful, as many community 
sectors should be as involved as 
possible.  Other states engage 
business, education (both K-12 and 
colleges and universities), health care, 
libraries, community-based 
organizations, local government, 
tourism, parks and recreation, and 
agriculture. 


This will vary somewhat dependent on 
the local planning area being served.  
Some potential stakeholders would 
include: 
 
• City and County governments, their 


agencies and elected officials 
• Economic development and tourism 


organizations 
• Chambers of Commerce 
• K-12 private and public schools 
• Higher education entities 
• Libraries 
• Local industry (such as timber and 


farming), businesses and non-profits 
• Healthcare organizations 
• High Speed Internet providers 
• Unions and employee groups 
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Respondent # 1 2 3 
Elements AT&T Grays Harbor Communication Workers of 


America (CWA) 
6.  How would the local 
technology planning 
teams work to conduct a 
high-speed internet needs 
assessment for their 
community?  What 
specific needs would they 
determine? 
 


The needs assessment should include a 
comprehensive analysis of both supply and 
demand for high-speed Internet services.  
Broadband mapping, as already discussed 
by the Task Force, would help identify 
supply.  Community surveys would be 
useful in helping to determine demand and 
other important data, such as adoption 
rates.  These surveys, if conducted on a 
regular basis over time, also would help in 
evaluating the success of local technology 
programs. 


They would need to conduct their 
research by using processes and 
techniques understood and 
acceptable by the providing carriers.  
The needs for carrier investment 
determinations already exist within 
these companies and by consulting 
firms experienced in customer 
research. 


 


Determine supply and demand, they 
should build a stronger awareness of 
the need for broadband, thru open 
workshops and questioners to 
attendees.    


Respondent # 4 5 6 
Elements City of Seattle Verizon Educational Service District 112 
6.  How would the local 
technology planning 
teams work to conduct a 
high-speed internet needs 
assessment for their 
community?  What 
specific needs would they 
determine? 
 


Depending upon resources available, the 
local teams could 1) hold public 
workshops/data gathering sessions, 2) hold 
focus groups of targeted leaders and 
communities, 3) market state assessment 
efforts, and/or 4) conduct local surveying of 
diverse residents, non-profits and 
businesses.   
 
There are three aspects to needs 
assessment which they could play a role: 1) 
confirming extent of provider services 
(including bandwidth, service quality and 
cost), 2) gauging user demand for service 
given the cost and quality, and 3) gauging 
knowledge of what services are provided 
and how to use them.  Local teams could 
potentially assist the state in confirming the 
extent of current service as mapped by the 
state (with data from providers).   
 


The needs assessment should 
include a comprehensive analysis of 
both supply and demand for high-
speed Internet services. The supply-
side analysis would result from 
mapping data compiled by a non-
government, non-profit independent 
third party and made available on a 
proprietary basis from broadband 
industry providers. On the demand-
side, the analysis would result from 
an examination implemented through 
a public–private partnership with the 
objective of analyzing consumer 
needs (in-part identified by the 
constituents listed above), 
understanding applications, and 
identifying feasible and affordable 
technological solutions. 


Technology planning could include 
evaluating current and future 
bandwidth needs of the community.  
In the case of the education 
community and potential district and 
home access for educators, students, 
and parents, the services delivered 
might include the use of new 
technologies to support curriculum 
goals, video streaming, video 
conferencing, distance learning, virtual 
medical services, video conferencing, 
etc. 
 
Such needs might include factors 
based on the numbers of 
computers/users per household in the 
community, current and forecasted 
growth rate of network bandwidth, 
future network services, availability of 
high speed services to the community, 
number of carriers, and similar factors. 
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Respondent # 7 8 9 
Elements Information Services Board Department of Information 


Services 
CBG Communications, Inc. 


6.  How would the local 
technology planning teams 
work to conduct a 
high-speed internet needs 
assessment for their 
community?  What specific 
needs would they 
determine? 
 


Lessons learned from existing teams 
should be applied to the development of 
methodology.   
 
Teams should concentrate on the 
demand side from various stakeholders 
including education, business, local 
government and residential.  The 
technology industry should seek the 
outputs from these teams to evaluate 
the supply needs into the community.  
The teams should work with the 
technology industry. 


The local technology planning teams 
should support the statewide high-
speed internet strategy through the 
education of their community on how to 
use the technology.   


In order for a needs assessment to 
gather information in a fair and relevant 
manner throughout the state, the state 
would need to provide the framework 
and methodology for completion of the 
assessment.  These would be based on 
feedback from the local technology 
planning teams; however the final 
assessment instrument should be the 
same throughout the state.  If each of 
the technology planning teams 
produces its own needs assessment 
instrument and performs the 
assessment independent of the rest of 
the state, the outcomes of each of the 
assessment will not be relative or 
comparable to other assessments 
throughout the state. 
 
This assessment would need to 
determine reality-based, as well as 
perceived, gaps in and needs related to 
high-speed internet service.  Adoption 
related questions will be critical such as, 
why residents or businesses with 
access to high-speed internet do not 
utilize it; and what educational needs 
exist today that prevent residents from 
utilizing the internet. 
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Respondent # 1 2 3 
Elements AT&T Grays Harbor Communication Workers of 


America (CWA) 
7.  What is the best way 
for the local technology 
planning teams to work 
collaboratively with 
service providers and 
technology companies 
to encourage 
deployment and use, 
especially in 
underserved and 
unserved areas? 


Local technology teams should work very 
closely with service providers and technology 
companies to help identify demand for 
services and the specific applications that 
communities are looking for and that 
companies can provide.  This is where one of 
the greatest opportunities exists for mutually 
beneficial public-private partnerships. 


By all parties agreeing to establish a 
process. 


Have positive data from community 
research teams showing desire and 
need for services. Encourage 
community teams to support 
providers is their efforts to acquire 
financial grants or tax credits for the 
deployment of their services due to  
the additional cost of the expansion of 
their infrastructure.    


Respondent # 4 5 6 
Elements City of Seattle Verizon Educational Service District 112 
7.  What is the best way 
for the local technology 
planning teams to work 
collaboratively with 
service providers and 
technology companies 
to encourage 
deployment and use, 
especially in 
underserved and 
unserved areas? 
 


Convene forums of multi-sector parties. Assist 
in identifying markets or customer base where 
providers have not yet come in. Working with 
local governments and authorities, determine 
where there could be improvements made in 
permitting and build-out process without 
sacrificing local jurisdictional oversight  
 
Team could also work collaboratively with 
providers to assist in digital literacy initiatives, 
enabling access to end user equipment and 
promoting development of relevant local 
content.  Local teams, in coordination with the 
state and groups like the Communities 
Connect Network, could determine potential 
initiatives and identify best practices in these 
areas.  Local collaborations could provide 
review and/or a mechanism for local 
distribution of funding and other resources for 
these initiatives (e.g. manage local technology 
grants or social venture investments). 


The primary focus, especially in the initial 
stages of the process, must be on 
identifying and delivering service to 
unserved areas of the state where a 
comprehensive analysis of both supply- 
and demand-side factors shows the 
greatest likelihood of success and the 
optimal return on investment.  Arbitrary 
and subjective designations such as 
“underserved” have the effect of slowing 
the process and hindering progress with 
protracted discussions of exactly what it 
means to be underserved, a designation 
which may be highly nonobjective and 
subject to significant personal bias.   


In order to meet the needs of unserved 
populations, local technology teams 
should work closely with service providers 
and technology firms to match local needs 
with available services.  This is where the 
greatest opportunities exist for public-
private partnerships. 


School districts have the assistance 
of their local ESD technical staff for 
network support and planning needs 
for both their local network(s) and 
their connection to the state-wide K-
20 network.  The K-20 network is 
responsible for meeting districts’ 
connectivity needs by whatever 
reliable, cost-effective means are 
available.  District technology 
planning team members would be a 
useful resource in any community 
planning efforts for bringing high 
speed internet to more homes.  Such 
a model could easily be expanded to 
support regional planning for 
technology. 
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Respondent # 7 8 9 
Elements Information Services Board Department of Information 


Services 
CBG Communications, Inc. 


7.  What is the best way for 
the local technology 
planning teams to work 
collaboratively with 
service providers and 
technology companies to 
encourage deployment 
and use, especially in 
underserved and unserved 
areas? 
 


Service providers and technology 
companies should participate in the 
local technology planning teams.  
Further participation could be 
encouraged by seed grants, guaranteed 
minimum level of business 
opportunities, and incentives for training 
to the public.  To encourage service 
providers to increase capacity, local 
teams should work with the providers to 
identify anchor tenants to justify the 
increased demand.   


This should be coordinated at the state 
level by providing a single point of 
contact with a focus placed on high-
speed internet service to unserved and 
underserved areas. 


The teams should work with the 
providers to determine locally-based 
obstacles preventing providers from 
providing service in these areas.  They 
should then work to overcome the 
obstacles that can be resolved at the 
local level like cumbersome permitting 
and sharing resources such as adding 
conduit during road construction or 
when a trench is opened by a utility 
company, Public Utility District, Rural 
Electric Authority, etc. The teams can 
also work with the providers to identify 
anchor tenants; therefore making 
buildout of their networks more 
attractive to the providers. 
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Respondent # 1 2 3 
Elements AT&T Grays Harbor Communication Workers of 


America (CWA) 
8. What are key indicators 
of success, as related to 
the activities of local 
technology planning 
teams? 
 


Certainly increased adoption rates of broadband 
services would be a key indicator.  Using the 
surveys over time would help determine how 
these rates have increased.  Otherwise, each 
local team should determine its indicators of 
success, depending on the particular needs of 
the community and the goals each team has 
established. 


Providing conclusive data that 
demand for high speed broadband 
service and types of service will 
have a recurring take rate to justify 
the investment. 


 


A higher awareness in the 
community of the need and 
availability, before and after 
statistics, better education and 
training opportunities, better 
availability and take rate.  Later after 
the committees are in place for a 
period of time a survey assess 


Respondent # 4 5 6 
Elements City of Seattle Verizon Educational Service District 


112 
8. What are key indicators 
of success, as related to 
the activities of local 
technology planning 
teams? 
 


a) The degree to which the state utilizes 
information and recommendations made by 
the local planning teams 


b) The degree to which the local entities and 
service providers utilize information and 
recommendations made by the local 
planning teams 


c) Recommendations for action and 
investment which respond to local needs 
and situations 


d) Lower cost deployment for providers and 
lower cost high speed Internet for 
customers 


e) More competitive choice for consumers 
f) Greater understanding in local 


communities of the components of digital 
inclusion and of what broadband can be 
used for.  


g) Increase in the number of “bridge” projects 
which address gaps in broadband 
deployment and adoption 


Better coordination of systems (technology and 
training) between jurisdictions and sectors.  


Benchmarks and other indicators of 
success should be identified 
through a collaboration between 
local technology teams and service 
providers based on the unique 
needs of individual locales.   


Districts have specific goals and 
measures of success for their 
technology plans; chief among these 
is enhancing and supporting delivery 
of effective learning services.  
Penetration of high-speed internet 
service to a regional population is 
one significant objective. 
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Respondent # 7 8 9 
Elements Information Services Board Department of Information 


Services 
CBG Communications, Inc. 


8. What are key indicators 
of success, as related to 
the activities of local 
technology planning 
teams? 
 


Success could be measured in a 
combination of ways including: 


-  Engaging broadly with the 
community through well advertised, 
open forums, questionnaires and 
surveys 


-  Fully functional, accessible and 
resilient Internet infrastructure  


-  Increase in subscription to ISPs and 
computer sales in current 
underserved areas 


-  Increased educational support and 
opportunities for students 


-  More Internet based on-line service 
offerings and current and up-to-date 
information from cities, counties, 
state, federal government 


-  Information “one click away” versus 
use of a postage stamp, calling, or 
visiting a local office 


 
 


The key indicators of success should be 
the objectives outlined in the strategic 
plan developed pursuant to E2SSB 
6438, with a focus on high-speed 
internet service to unserved and 
underserved areas.  Once the 
established minimum service level has 
been achieved, attention could shift to 
increasing the speed on high-speed 
internet service. 
 
 
 


Initially, one key indicator will be their 
ability to document existing high-speed 
internet options available to the 
residents and businesses of their 
particular area(s).  This would include 
the ability to determine areas not having 
access to high-speed internet and 
where there is accessibility, but no 
competition.  Successful strategies that 
utilize the above information to promote 
expansion of high-speed internet 
infrastructure and services that will 
serve more of and eventually the entire 
area (and create a commensurate 
expansion in adoption rates), will also 
be key indicators.   
 
Another key activity will be developing 
viable recommendations to the state on 
how it can assist the expansion of high-
speed availability in their area to include 
more of the area and ultimately the 
entire area. 
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Proposed High-Speed Internet Service Definition 
Prepared by Tom Robinson, CBG Communications, Inc., (610) 889-7470 
 
Presenter 
Tom Robinson, CBG Communications, Inc. 
 
Purpose of Appearance 
Review a definition of “high-speed internet”, based on the discussion at the August 7, 2008 meeting. 
 
High-Speed Internet (or broadband) Services provide many essential services through the rapid transmission of 
voice, data, and video over a variety of platforms, including but not limited to DSL, Cable Modem, Fiber Optics, 
Fixed Wireless, Mobile Wireless and Satellite.  The new Federal Communication Commission (FCC) definition 
includes “generations” of broadband speeds, at a minimum downstream speed ranging from less than or equal to 
200 Kbps to greater than or equal to 100 Mbps.   
 
Based on the August 7 Work Group discussion, 768 Kbps is the baseline speed included in the chart below.  
Depending on the type of service and application, the minimum upload speeds for High-Speed Internet Services 
range from 256 Kbps to 5 Mbps with higher speeds for fiber optic networks. 
 


Download Speeds Upload 
Speeds 


Service Type 
Examples 


Typical Applications* 


≥ 768 Kbps but <1.5 
Mbps 


256 Kbps to  
896 Kbps  


DSL 
Cable Modem 
Fiber Optics 


Satellite 
Cellular 


Fixed Wireless 


• Basic Email 
• Voice Over Internet Protocol 


(VOIP) 
• Web Browsing 
• You Tube Video 


≥ 1.5 Mbps but <3 
Mbps 


356 Kbps to 
1 Mbps 


DSL 
Cable Modem 
Fiber Optics 


Satellite 
Cellular 


Fixed Wireless  


• Remote Surveillance 
• Telecommuting 
• Streaming Music 
• Standard Definition Video 


≥ 3 Mbps but <6 Mbps 356 Kbps to 
1 Mbps 


DSL 
Cable Modem 
Fiber Optics 


• Enhanced Definition Digital Video 
• IPTV-SD (1-3 channels) 
• File Sharing (small/medium) 


≥ 6 Mbps but <10 
Mbps 


768 Kbps to 
2 Mbps 


DSL 
Cable Modem 
Fiber Optics 


• Video On-Demand 
• Remote Diagnosis (basic) 
• Gaming 


≥ 10 Mbps but <25 
Mbps 


2 Mbps to 
5 Mbps 


DSL 
Cable Modem 
Fiber Optics 


• Telemedicine 
• Remote Education 
• IPTV-HD  


≥ 25 Mbps but <100 
Mbps 


5 Mbps to 
<100 Mbps 


Cable Modem 
Fiber Optics 


• HD Surveillance 
• Smart/Intelligent Bldg. Control 
• Educational Services 


≥100 Mbps ≥ 100 Mbps Fiber Optics • Multiple Educational Services 
• Research Applications 
• Remote Supercomputing 


*Application examples from the California Broadband Task Force’s Definition of Broadband chart for illustration 
purposes. 
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Mapping and Inventory Features 
Prepared by Tom Robinson, CBG Communications, Inc., (610) 889-7470 
 
Presenter 
Tom Robinson, CBG Communications, Inc. 
 
Purpose of Appearance 
Review information to be included in a geographic information system (GIS) map of high-speed 
internet infrastructure. 
 
Introduction 
Pursuant to Senate Bill 6438, the Work Group is to develop a strategy for High-Speed Internet 
Service (HSIS) that includes creating a GIS map.  Included on the following chart are potential 
GIS mapping and inventory features.  These features are categorized as either “base” meaning 
they are needed to respond to specific provisions of the legislation or “expanded” meaning they 
include an expanded set of potential features.  
 
These two perspectives show a range of features that could be collected in a GIS map and 
database. 
 
Data Collection 
At the base level, the GIS map is to “physically locate” publicly owned HSIS infrastructure at the 
census block level.  The location information could also identify “excess capacity”. 
 
At the expanded level, the GIS map could include privately-owned HSIS provider’s “backbone” 
infrastructure.  If this information is proprietary or competitively sensitive, a mechanism would 
need to be developed to maintain the confidentiality of this data. 
 
Map Functionality 
At the base level, interactive queries would be an internal function of the state.  At the expanded 
level, both the state and consumers could have the ability to query the HSIS map for availability 
and adoption data.   
 
Costs 
The “base” costs represent information from other states that have implemented HSIS mapping. 
The estimated “expanded” costs are based upon of the number of providers, the number of 
miles of backbone, and the labor associated with converting various forms of HSIS provider 
data into the GIS database. 
 
Summary 
The Work Group should consider the range of features for a GIS map and determine which best 
support the HSIS strategy.  The final GIS “user requirements” study will be an integral part of 
the GIS mapping project.   
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Potential GIS Mapping and Inventory Features 
 Base Expanded 
Owner Data Collection Data Collection 
 
 
 
 
Public 


• Service areas polygons based on US 
Census Bureau TIGER Files 


• Identify service provider 
• X,Y Coordinates of HSIS infrastructure
• Number of vacant ducts (empty 


conduit) 
• Amount of dark fiber 
• Availability of capacity on towers 
• Data updated in conjunction with 


updates for private providers 


• Service areas polygons based on US 
Census Bureau TIGER Files 


• Identify service provider 
• X,Y Coordinates of HSIS infrastructure
• Number of vacant ducts 
• Amount of dark fiber 
• Availability of capacity on towers 
• Data updated in conjunction with 


updates for private providers 
• Ability to display adoption rates 


 
 
 
 
 
 
Private 


• Service areas polygons based on US 
Census Bureau TIGER Files 


• Identify service provider 
• Type of service provided 
• Range of downstream and upstream 


speeds as reported on Form 477, 
augmented to further supply census 
block level data 


• Adoption levels as reported on Form 
477, augmented to further supply 
census block level data 


• Data updated in conjunction with Form 
477 filings, augmented to further 
supply census block level data 


 
 
 
 
 


• Service areas polygons based on US 
Census Bureau TIGER Files 


• Identify service provider 
• Type of service provided 
• Physical location of HSIS backbone 


infrastructure* 
• Range of downstream and upstream 


speeds as reported on Form 477, 
augmented to further supply census 
block level data 


• Adoption levels as reported on Form 
477, augmented to further supply 
census block level data 


• Availability of capacity on towers 
• Data updated in real time 


 


 Map Functionality Map Functionality 
 
 
 
Public 
& 
Private 


• Interactive map for State use only 
• Ability to query by address 
• Map displays HSIS Infrastructure 


availability and “gaps” 
• Ability to pan, zoom, and identify 


available HSIS service 
• Ability to display adoption rates 


 
 
 
 


• Interactive map for State use 
• Interactive map for Consumer use 
• Ability to query by address 
• Map displays HSIS Infrastructure 


availability and “gaps” 
• Ability to pan, zoom, and identify 


available HSIS service  
• Ability to display HSIS by provider 


and/or service type 
• Ability to hyperlink to service provider 


website 
• Ability to display adoption rates and 


prices 
 


Est. 
Initial 
Cost 


$250,000 - $500,000 $500,000 - $1,000,000+ 


*includes X,Y coordinates of HSIS infrastructure backbone. This could potentially include items 
such as size of conduits/cables, number of ducts/inner-ducts and vacant ducts, number of fibers 
per cable, amount of dark fiber, poles, manholes, and towers. 
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Potential Public Infrastructure to Map and Inventory 
Prepared by Tom Robinson, CBG Communications, Inc., (610) 889-7470 
 
Presenter 
Tom Robinson, CBG Communications, Inc. 
 
Purpose of Appearance 
Review information to be considered for inclusion in the geographic information systems 
(GIS) map. 
 
Background 
Pursuant to E2SSB 6438, the HSISWG is charged with developing a strategy to map 
and inventory, at a minimum: (i) the physical location of all high-speed internet 
infrastructure owned or leased by public entities; (ii) the amount of excess capacity 
available; and (iii) whether the high-speed internet infrastructure is active or inactive.  
The following is a preliminary list of public infrastructure and related characteristics that 
could be mapped. 
 
State Government Network Infrastructure 


• State Next Generation Network Fiber Backbone 
o Number of fibers 
o Excess capacity including inactive infrastructure 
o Vacant or excess conduit 
o Physical routing 
o Any limitations on use 


• State Radio Network 
o Number, type, and locations of towers 
o Available physical space or capacity on the tower 
o Available space for equipment at the tower site 
o Any limitations on use 


• Department of Transportation (DOT) Fiber 
o Number of fibers 
o Excess capacity including inactive infrastructure 
o Vacant or excess conduit 
o Physical routing 
o Any limitations on use 


• Other State Agency Networks 
o Number of fibers 
o Excess capacity including inactive infrastructure 
o Vacant or excess conduit 
o Physical routing 
o Any limitations on use 
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Local Government/Public Utility District Network Infrastructure  
• Backbone Fiber 


o Number of fibers 
o Excess capacity including inactive infrastructure 
o Vacant or excess conduit 
o Physical routing 
o Any limitations on use 


• Radio Networks 
o Number, types and locations of towers 
o Available physical space or capacity on the tower 
o Available space for equipment at the tower site 
o Any limitations on use 


• Facilities that can be used for telecommunications infrastructure placement 
o Number, nature and types (such as water towers, light stanchions, etc.) 
o Available capacity 
o Vacant or excess conduit 
o Any limitations on use 


 
Higher Educational Institution Network Infrastructure 


• Backbone Fiber Networks for University of Washington (UW), Washington State 
University (WSU) and other State Colleges and Universities (both 2-year and 4-
year institutions) 


o Number of fibers 
o Excess capacity including inactive infrastructure 
o Vacant or excess conduit 
o Physical routing 
o Any limitations on use 


 
K-20 Educational Networks Infrastructure 


• Backbone Fiber  
o Number of fibers 
o Excess capacity including inactive infrastructure 
o Vacant or excess conduit 
o Physical routing 
o Any limitations on use 


•  Radio Networks 
o Number, types, and locations of towers 
o Available physical space or capacity on the tower 
o Available space for equipment at the tower site 
o Any limitations on use  
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Third Party and In-House GIS Mapping Considerations 
Prepared by Tom Robinson, CBG Communications, Inc., (610) 889-7470 
 
Presenter 
Tom Robinson, CBG Communications, Inc. 
 
Purpose of Appearance 
Review strategies related to the implementation of a high-speed internet initiative. 
 
Background 
There are a number of approaches that states have taken to pursue high-speed internet 
initiatives.  These include: engaging a commercial or a non-profit third party, developing 
a public or public/private authority, using a state agency, or implementing a hybrid 
approach to create a statewide Geographic Information System (GIS) mapping 
inventory of high-speed internet service (HSIS) providers’ infrastructure. 
 
Resources Needed to Accomplish the State’s Objectives 
State agencies that have a sufficient number of trained GIS professionals, robust 
network architecture, highly coordinated geographic data development across 
departments, and well-established quality assurance and control standards have the 
capacity to perform unique “ad-hoc” GIS projects.  State agencies may require 
additional resources to perform this task.  The state may chose to engage a commercial 
or a non-profit entity for assistance.   
 
To complete the GIS map requirements, the state may chose to engage a third party 
that has demonstrated that they fully understand the scope of the project and have the 
necessary resources, knowledge, and experience to perform the project on time and 
within budget.   
 
In addition to the mapping of information received from both public and private entities, 
resources need to be available for working with these entities to gather information on 
schedule and in a format that meets the goals of the state. 
 
If the state chooses to engage a third party to assist with the implementation of a high-
speed strategy, a bidding process should be followed. 
 
Necessity for a Collaborative Relationship 
Information gathering is critical to any mapping project.  An important component to 
gathering complete, accurate information is the relationship between the state and HSIS 
providers.  The providers must be assured that their proprietary and competitively 
sensitive information will be protected from disclosure.    Mapping authorities that have 
had the ability to shield proprietary and competitively sensitive information from 
disclosure have been more successful in ascertaining information from providers than 
those without this ability.  Agencies or authorities without regulatory authority over HSIS 
providers have been more successful in GIS mapping initiatives than those who 
regulate providers.  This may be due to enhanced opportunities for collaborative efforts. 
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Developing new or relying on established collaborative relationships with providers is 
essential to a successful outcome for the project.  In some states, agencies have 
engaged third parties to perform GIS mapping to avoid project delays related to the 
inability to ascertain information due to confidentiality or other concerns on the part of 
providers.  This scenario would potentially not benefit the state since information 
gleaned by a third party in Washington appears to be subject to the same open records 
requirements as if the state were to acquire the information independently of a third 
party.  Ultimately, cooperation between the state and the providers is necessary to 
collect the needed information and to minimize the level of revisions and updates 
necessary to meet the state’s established accuracy and quality assurance mapping 
standards.  This will also serve to eliminate and reduce project delays and cost 
overruns.  
 
Confidentiality 
Maintaining the confidentiality of data is important to HSIS providers.  The spatial 
database of GIS maps may contain proprietary and competitively sensitive HSIS 
provider data.  Whether GIS mapping is performed by a state agency or through a third 
party, non-disclosure agreements (NDA’s) with the HSIS providers should be 
developed.  However, even if NDA’s are developed and entered into for the protection 
of proprietary and competitively sensitive information, a mechanism may still need to be 
developed to shield this information from public disclosure. 
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Local Technology Planning Teams 
Prepared by Tom Robinson, CBG Communications, Inc., (610) 889-7470 
 
Presenter 
Tom Robinson, CBG Communications, Inc. 
 
Purpose of Appearance 
To present the Work Group with information on other states approaches to local technology planning teams. 
 


Elements 
 


Model #1:  Connected 
Nation 


 


 
Model #2:  


Telecommunications 
Authorities 


 


Model #3:  Broadband 
Task Forces, Governor 


Initiatives 
 


Model #4:   
State 


Legislative/Agency  
Efforts 


 


Model #5:   
Other Non-Profits 


Established 
 


Sample States 
using Example 
Models 


Connected Nation - This 
model is at work in 
Kentucky, Ohio, South 
Carolina, Tennessee and 
West Virginia.  South 
Carolina and West 
Virginia’s participation is 
currently limited to 
mapping. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Vermont 
Telecommunications 
Authority 
eNC Authority (North 
Carolina) 
ConnectME (Maine) 
 


California 
Michigan 
New York 
Virginia 
Massachusetts 
 


Kansas  
Louisiana 
Nebraska 
New Hampshire 
West Virginia 
 
 


Illinois 
Arkansas 
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Elements 
 


Model #1:  Connected 
Nation 


 


 
Model #2:  


Telecommunications 
Authorities 


 


Model #3:  Broadband 
Task Forces, Governor 


Initiatives 
 


Model #4:   
State 


Legislative/Agency  
Efforts 


 


Model #5:   
Other Non-Profits 


Established 
 


Typical Local 
Team 
Participants 


A staff person from 
Connected Nation is 
assigned to work with each 
local technology planning 
team.  Teams are county 
centric. 
 
Representatives from the 
following sectors are 
typically on the team: 


Government 
Business/Industry 
Education 
Healthcare 
Agriculture 
Libraries 
Tourism 
Community-based 
organizations (those at 
work on broadband/ 
connectivity initiatives 
are sought after) 


 
Teams are charged with 
developing a strategic plan 
for their community. 
 


The state authorities do 
not have technology 
planning teams that fall 
under their supervision.  
Instead they provide 
resources to initiatives 
around the state that 
organically erupt.  For 
example, in North 
Carolina, eNC has a 
“planning tool kit” as part 
of an initiative it created 
called “e-communities.”  
The tool-kit is available 
for local and regional 
broadband planning 
efforts.  The tool-kit 
provides a checklist for 
planning for broadband in 
a community. 
 
These e-community and 
tool kit resources foster 
the local and regional 
participation of many of 
the same sectors as the 
Connected Nation model. 
 
 


The governor-sponsored 
and Broadband Task 
Force teams are typically 
state agency driven rather 
than locally driven.  The 
state agencies then work 
through their individual 
local and regional 
planning mechanisms to 
promote broadband 
enhancement.  The 
funding for the initiative 
varies widely based on 
how much enthusiasm the 
governor has for the 
project and how much he 
or she was willing to 
support funding for the 
effort. 
 
For example, in California 
the Governor pulled 
together existing staff from 
the utilities commission, 
housing, transportation 
and healthcare agencies 
to create the 
administrative support for 
the California Broadband 
Task Force. 
 
Rather than directly 
establish local planning 
teams, these state 
agencies have worked to 
promote the efforts of 


The legislated models 
are the most diverse.  
Several, such as Kansas 
and Nebraska, continue 
to work through the 
utilities and other 
commissions and in both 
states these 
commissions already 
have local and regional 
planning boards in place. 
 
In general, the state 
legislated initiatives that 
keep broadband 
development as part of 
the charge of an existing 
state agency have not 
developed new and 
separate local planning 
teams.  Instead, 
broadband efforts work 
within existing planning 
and service structures to 
work toward meeting 
goals. 
 
As an example, 
broadband enhancement 
efforts in Nebraska are 
spearheaded by the 
Nebraska Information 
Technology Commission 
(NITC).   
 
The NITC has several 


Representatives from the 
following sectors are 
typically on the team: 


Local Government 
(Illinois bill allowed 
cities and counties to 
build, operate and 
provide broadband 
services.) 
State Government 
(variety of 
representatives from 
each department) 
Business/Industry 
Telecom providers 
Education  
Public Safety 
Residential Needs 
Community Services 
Advanced Research 
Transportation 
Healthcare 
Libraries 
Tourism 
Community-based 
organizations (those at 
work on broadband/ 
connectivity initiatives 
are sought after) 


 
Teams are charged with 
developing a strategic 
plan for their community. 
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Elements 
 


Model #1:  Connected 
Nation 


 


 
Model #2:  


Telecommunications 
Authorities 


 


Model #3:  Broadband 
Task Forces, Governor 


Initiatives 
 


Model #4:   
State 


Legislative/Agency  
Efforts 


 


Model #5:   
Other Non-Profits 


Established 
 


existing grassroots groups 
and recommend 
development of local 
planning teams.  The 
grassroots groups 
incorporate many of the 
same sectors as 
discussed for Connected 
Nation. Regarding 
development of new 
teams, the State of 
Virginia’s Department of 
Housing and Community 
Development, for 
example, recommends the 
following local planning 
team members: 
 
• Public schools 
• Higher education 
institutions 
• Workforce development 
• Health care  
• Small 
business/entrepreneur 
• Local telephone and 
internet service providers 
• Professional (legal, 
engineering, accounting)  
• Police department and 
emergency services 
• Service sector (banking, 
insurance) 
• Local government 
• Economic development 
professional 
• Industry/ 


“councils.”  One of these 
is a community council 
with work groups tasked 
with specific 
assignments.  This 
council is made up of 
representatives from 
local government, 
business and economic 
development, libraries 
and healthcare.  The 
council meets quarterly 
to address rural 
Nebraska technology 
needs.  Some of these 
are supply side needs 
related to infrastructure 
and others are demand 
side programs, such as 
small business e-
economics training. 
 
The education council 
works with K-12 and 
higher education to 
implement technology 
based solutions.  It has 
three subgroups:  
operations, policies/ 
procedures/planning and 
training. 
 
The e-Health council 
works to make 
recommendations 
related to technology 
and telehealth.   
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manufacturing 
• Retail/commercial 
business  
 
In these cases, the State  
also works to create “hurry 
up” pressures on the 
agencies or providers 
holding up the process.  
The task force staff 
speeds up permits, links 
groups to funding 
opportunities and sheds 
light on slow-downs. 
 


Additionally, NITC has a 
technical panel that 
provides 
recommendations to the 
councils and a state 
government council that 
brings together IT 
personnel in each of the 
state’s agencies. 
 
The legislative efforts are 
usually driven by 
economic development 
goals and the 
recommendations of a 
legislative study 
committee.  The study 
committees themselves 
typically receive one time 
funding to study the 
issue and make 
recommendations. 
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How the Team 
is Typically 
Funded 


The teams are made up of 
representatives from 
government, educational, 
community and business 
organizations.  The teams 
themselves are not funded, 
but the recommendations of 
the teams are funded 
through state and federal 
grants, as well as through 
private donations. 
 


No top-down sponsored 
teams exist.  However, 
grant funding is awarded 
to grassroot initiatives 
that apply to the 
authorities for financial 
support.  These funds 
and programs are then 
highlighted as best 
broadband practices on 
the organizations’ 
websites. 
 
For example, the Vermont 
Telecommunications 
Authority works through 
two funds established by 
the state.  These funds, 
managed by non-profit 
groups, blend public and 
private monies that are 
then awarded to 
grassroot initiatives and 
for last mile connectivity. 
 
ConnectME is funded 
through a state universal 
service charge on in-state 
retail communications.  
The fund is then 
disbursed to support 
grants to grassroots 
efforts. 
 


No local teams directly are 
funded, but most of the 
governors’ efforts have 
non-profits at work 
through which they funnel 
funds or have grant writing 
efforts underway that 
resolve local grassroots 
needs, such as assistance 
applying for federal rural 
broadband grants. 
 
As in other models, 
initiatives of the teams can 
receive funding.  For 
example, proposals from 
Virginia’s local teams can 
be funded by Virginia 
universal service funds via 
the Department of 
Housing and Community 
Development.   
 
Before the community 
team’s work will be 
funded, though, it must 
demonstrate and create a 
workable plan for: 
 
• Management team 
• Asset inventory and 
demand aggregation 
• Community education 
and training 
• Broadband infrastructure 
options 


Teams within existing 
structures (such as the 
NITC’s Councils) are 
staffed and supported by 
budget appropriations, 
but the Council 
membership itself is not 
funded. 
 


The teams themselves 
are typically not funded 
(In Illinois, team members 
are reimbursed for travel 
costs), but the 
recommendations of the 
teams are funded through 
state and federal grants, 
as well as through private 
donations.  Community 
groups involved in 
broadband initiatives are 
encouraged to participate 
so that they can 
represent the missions of 
their organizations during 
grant funding phases. 
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• Network organization 
and operation 
• Funding strategies 
• Marketing the network 
 
Once the team is funded, 
the state will provide a 
Technical Assistant (TA) 
to assist with ensuring that 
the plan is implemented 
and that the planning 
team works within 
opportunities established 
by the state related to 
grants and other funding 
mechanisms. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







High-Speed Internet Strategy Work Group Meeting  September 10, 2008
 


         Page 9-7


Elements 
 


Model #1:  Connected 
Nation 


 


 
Model #2:  


Telecommunications 
Authorities 


 


Model #3:  Broadband 
Task Forces, Governor 


Initiatives 
 


Model #4:   
State 


Legislative/Agency  
Efforts 


 


Model #5:   
Other Non-Profits 


Established 
 


Programs for 
Internet and 
Computer 
Literacy/ 
Training 


The regional technology 
teams typically include new 
and existing community 
efforts. It can be beneficial 
for existing groups to join 
the Connected Nation effort 
because of the flow of state 
and federal funds through 
their work.  For example, 
the Connected Tennessee 
website has an interactive 
calendar that provides links 
to local training offered at 
libraries and colleges.  
ConnectKentucky has a 
specific program on 
technology training. 
 
As another example, 
ConnectKentucky has a 
program on basic computer 
setup and operation.  The 
objective is to provide the 
targeted audiences of 
students, parents, and 
other care givers with the 
knowledge of basic 
computer skills such as: 
 
• Basic computer setup and 
operation 
• Internet browsing and e-
mail basics 
• Healthy computing 
ergonomics 
 


There are broadband 
development programs in 
the forms of grants to 
support grassroot 
initiatives.  Some of the 
programs are on the 
demand side (such as 
computer and online 
literacy training in rural 
areas with targeted 
populations, such as 
workforce 
redevelopment).  
 
As an example, the eNC 
Authority is the founding 
organization and primary 
grantor for seven 
business and technology 
telecenters, each located 
in a rural, economically 
distressed North Carolina 
county.  
 
Telecenters are 
technology and 
entrepreneurship 
resource centers within 
their communities. In 
North Carolina’s most 
rural areas, these 
telecenters provide free 
high-speed Internet 
service to the public and 
a variety of free and fee-
based business and 


Task force and 
gubernatorial initiatives 
related to computer 
ownership and availability 
vary significantly.  For 
example, while the 
California broadband task 
force in itself did not have 
it’s own programs, it 
worked to establish the 
California Emerging 
Technology Fund.  The 
fund, comprised of private 
investment, works with 
existing programs to spur 
economic development, 
health care and education 
in the state through 
funding of training and 
computer literacy.  One of 
those programs is called 
Telecom 101 and teaches 
the basics of 
communication 
technologies. 
 
In Virginia, the governor’s 
task force has an 
emphasis on literacy and 
training in the Appalachia 
region as a way to spur 
economic development.  
The governor funds a 
program via the 
Appalachian Regional 
Commission. 


The Commissions and 
state agencies, through 
existing team and 
council structures and 
other initiatives, support 
technology and other 
training efforts. 
 
As an example, in 
Nebraska the NITC 
works with community IT 
planning as it relates to 
economic development.  
Technologies Across 
Nebraska (TANgent) has 
helped 21 communities 
create and implement 
strategic technology 
plans.  NITC offers mini-
grants and toolkits 
related to this effort. 
 
In Louisiana, the state, 
via the Department of 
Education, is funding a 
series of workshops in 
regions of the state on 
computer literacy as part 
of a larger educational 
initiative.  The concept is 
intended to stimulate 
workforce training and 
ties into another 
gubernatorial initiative 
related to literacy. 
 


Non-profits continue to 
work closely with state 
agencies and grassroots 
initiatives in regard to 
training efforts. 
 
For example, Connect 
Arkansas works with local 
literacy and educational 
efforts to fund the 
inclusion of computer 
literacy training.  These 
efforts are rooted in 
Connect Arkansas’ 
economic development 
focus. 
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technology services to 
local nonprofits and 
businesses. The 
telecenter system offers 
employee training, state-
of-the-art office space, 
technology expertise and 
business advice. 
 


 


Programs to 
Enhance 
Computer 
Ownership 
and 
Availability 


Computer give-away 
programs are part of the 
Connected Nation model 
including the No Child Left 
Offline initiative.  AT&T has 
provided several grants for 
the purchase of computers.  
The regional technology 
teams typically also include 
existing community efforts.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


The authorities do not 
typically have their own 
programs, but support 
grassroots and other local 
initiatives.  For example, 
in Vermont, the authority 
is supporting the 
availability of public 
computers at local 
Vermont libraries.   
 
In North Carolina, e-NC, 
supports the efforts of the 
Triangle United Way’s 
T4T, Teaming for 
Technology. In 2004, T4T 
gave away more than 
1600 repurposed 
computers valued at $1.2 
million. 
 


Computer ownership and 
access programs vary 
significantly by governor 
task forces; all address 
the issue in some form. 
 
In Virginia, the governor 
promotes and funds 
several programs that 
address computer 
ownership and availability 
in regions of the state 
once dependent on 
tobacco farming.  The 
Virginia Tobacco 
Commission has a 
technology committee that 
funds programs to 
repurpose the workforce 
via technology training. 


Several of the states 
fund specific programs, 
while others have 
agencies that award 
grants.  
 
In Louisiana, the 
legislature ordered that 
all K-12 schools have 
broadband and funded 
an education initiative to 
work with repurposing 
used computers from 
area businesses.  The 
Louisiana Center for 
Education and 
Technology was 
established. 
 
In Kansas, funding to 
provide access centers 
and a computer recycling 
program (works via state 
universities and 
agencies) received state 
legislative support. 
 


The non-profits 
established also have a 
mission of providing 
computer resources and 
public access to high 
speed internet.  This 
comes primarily through 
computer recycling 
programs and public 
access at libraries or 
other technology centers. 
 
Connect Arkansas 
supports the TRAVELER 
online project at local 
libraries which allows 
citizen access to 
computers and 
databases. 
 
Most importantly, the 
non-profits write grants to 
help assist with these 
efforts. 
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Overall 
Comments 


The Connected Nation staff 
person assigned to the 
team hosts planning 
sessions, leads the draft 
writing of the plan and 
circulates the plan for edits 
until approved.  Funding is 
driven by the 
recommendations in the 
strategic plan.  This 
includes funding for last 
mile connectivity, 
computer/broadband 
literacy and equipment 
provision. 
 
The regional planning team 
membership becomes a 
Connected Nation partner. 
 
Work of teams is tracked in 
benchmark studies of 
residents and businesses.  
Most studies are telephone 
studies with sample sizes of 
approximately 1000 on both 
residential and businesses.  
The residential studies 
focus on broadband 
adoption by demographics.  
The business studies focus 
on economic impact related 
to broadband availability. 
 
The assets of the model are 
that the technology 


The assets of the 
authorities’ model include 
typically being 
established to promote 
broadband enhancement 
efforts as a means to 
keep the state as the 
driver but separate the 
broadband deployment 
initiative from the state 
telecom regulatory 
environment.  The 
telecom authorities are 
single in purpose, 
keeping the primary 
objective of broadband 
deployment center stage.  
The authorities’ model 
embraces existing 
grassroot efforts on 
broadband in their states 
by providing grants to 
these initiatives.  The 
authorities often act as 
grant writers, working 
with federal entities and 
private foundations to 
bring broadband solutions 
to their states. 
 


Virginia has a staff 
(funded through universal 
service funds) that travels 
around the state to 
encourage local 
communities to adopt 
planning teams and 
provides them with “best 
practices” as to how those 
teams should do 
business. 
 
California has two funds at 
work (California Emerging 
Technology Fund and the 
California Advanced 
Services Fund).  These 
funds are public/private 
funded non-profits and 
support grassroots efforts 
in the state. 
 
The assets of the 
governors’ initiatives and 
broadband task force 
creation are directly tied to 
how much overall support 
the governor has and how 
much authority the task 
force is charged with.  For 
example, the governor 
may use executive 
decision-making to fund 
the first steps or work with 
the private sector to raise 
monies to accomplish 


One of the assets of this 
model is that existing, 
funded, viable 
mechanisms are already 
in place to help facilitate 
local planning.  As an 
example, the NITC 
already embraces many 
grassroots initiatives 
related to healthcare, 
education, public safety, 
computer hardware 
recycling programs, 
advanced research and 
online literacy training 
that incorporate a high-
speed internet planning 
component.  All of these 
are brought to the 
legislature for funding on 
a biennial basis. 
 
Another asset of the 
state legislation 
mandated model is that it 
can mandate specific 
characteristics of a 
broadband strategic 
plan.  For example, New 
Hampshire voted to 
exempt from the state’s 
public disclosure laws a 
requirement that 
providers submit 
mapping information.  
State broadband 


Some states have opted 
to establish non-profits to 
create an independence 
from state regulatory 
structures.  The three 
states indicated above 
had other efforts in 
process prior to passing 
legislation to establish a 
non-profit to provide 
oversight of broadband 
deployment.  None of the 
previous efforts were 
described as successful, 
typically centered around 
the mapping exercise and 
non-response or 
concerns from telecom 
providers about privacy of 
the mapping data.  The 
assets of the non-profit 
model are that these 
entities can sign non-
disclosure agreements 
and accept private funds.  
The non-profits are 
removed from much of 
the regulatory 
environment.  The non-
profits are single-issue 
focused and can embrace 
existing grassroot efforts 
already underway in the 
communities to solve 
broadband problems. 
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Elements 
 


Model #1:  Connected 
Nation 


 


 
Model #2:  


Telecommunications 
Authorities 


 


Model #3:  Broadband 
Task Forces, Governor 


Initiatives 
 


Model #4:   
State 


Legislative/Agency  
Efforts 


 


Model #5:   
Other Non-Profits 


Established 
 


planning teams, computer 
access programs, e-literacy 
programs and residential 
adoption studies create a 
turnkey-type operation that 
addresses both supply side 
and demand side issues.   
 


tasks (this was the case in 
California).  Most of the 
governor initiatives and 
task force creations are 
centered on economic 
development and 
community enhancement.  
Governors in rural areas 
also mentioned the 
importance of efficient 
high speed internet in 
retaining the youth in the 
rural areas of the state.  
Most governors’ initiatives 
have grassroots/non-profit 
programs working in 
tandem with them to 
address broadband 
needs. 
 
 


legislation is also likely to 
be tied to economic 
development 
opportunities that have a 
pool of funding for supply 
side and demand side 
initiatives.  The state 
legislated model usually 
encourages local 
problem solving and is 
willing to facilitate local 
planning.  The state 
legislated model also 
embraces existing state 
programs related to local 
planning. 
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1:00-1:05 
(5 min) 


 


 
Call to Order and Welcome 
 
Review and Approval of Minutes 


(Section 3) 
 


Gary Robinson, DIS


Gary Robinson, DIS


1:05 – 1:15 
(10 min) 


 


Summary of Follow-up Actions from August Meeting 
Discussion Item 
(Section 4) 
 


Tom Robinson
CBG Communications


1:15 – 1:35 
(20 min) 


 


Creating a Geographic Information System Map of 
   High-Speed Internet Infrastructure 


Discussion Item 
(Sections 5-7) 
 


Work Group Members


1:35 – 2:05 
(30 min) 


Management of Proprietary and Competitively Sensitive   
   Data 


Discussion Item 
 


Work Group Members


2:05 – 2:20 
(15 min) 


 


Break All


2:20 – 2:50 
(30 min) 


 


Tracking Adoption Rates 
Discussion Item 
  


Work Group Members


2:50 – 3:35 
(45 min) 


 


Local Technology Planning Teams 
Presentations 
(Sections 10-12) 
 


Tom Robinson
CBG Communications


Ernie Wood
Connected Nation


Betty Buckley
Communities Connect Network


3:35 – 3:50 
(15 min) 


 


Public Comments 
 


Public


3:50 – 3:55 
(5 min) 


 


Next Steps Tom Robinson
CBG Communications


3:55 – 4:00 
(5 min) 


Closing Comments Gary Robinson, DIS
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Connected Nation Strategies


• Localize the Technology Planning
• Create Local Content
• Effectively Communicate with All Relevant 


Audiences
• Encourage All Forms of Demand
• Heighten Technology Awareness
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Local Demand Strategies and 
Resources


• Planning for the County Kickoff
– Identify and meet with key county stakeholder(s) to 


provide an overview of planning process, review 
team list and coordinate kickoff meeting details.  
This individual or office will be the Point of Contact 
(POC) for meeting logistics. 


– With POC, compile list of desired participants for the 
local team and determine the date, time, and 
location of the Kickoff Meeting.


– Prepare and send invitations to the Kickoff Meeting; 
also, include on community bulletin boards and 
forums.
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Demand Creation: 
Create Local Content to 
Encourage Local Adoption


Business 
and 


Industry


Healthcare


K-12


Libraries
Higher 


Education


Community- 
based 


Organizations


Government


Tourism, 
Recreation 
and Parks


Agriculture
eCommunity Leadership Team


Community leaders from nine 
sectors provide the most 


comprehensive picture of the 
community in terms of broadband 
deployment.  The team assesses 
and plans for broadband in each 


community.
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Local Demand Strategies 
and Resources


• Milestone Meeting Process


– Kickoff Meeting


– Benchmark Workshop Meeting


– Benchmark Review Meeting


– Action Planning Meeting


– Full Report Meeting
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Local Demand Strategies 
and Resources


• Kickoff Meeting


– The purpose of the meeting is to 
explain in detail the “Building 
Innovation Through Broadband” 
program, role of the team and the 
role of each sector representative.
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Local Demand Strategies 
and Resources


• Benchmark Workshop 
Meeting


– Based on a series of metrics 
developed by Connected Nation, 
participants assess their sector on 
a scale of 0 to 5 and share their 
vision. 
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Community 
Benchmarking 


Tool 
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Community 
Benchmark 
Workshop
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Local Demand Strategies 
and Resources


• Benchmark Review 
Meeting


– The goal of the meeting is to 
develop actionable steps based 
on input provided at the 
benchmarking meeting. 
Discussions will consist of the 
sharing of best practices and 
other brainstorming ideas to 
develop the steps needed to get 
from the assessment to the vision 
provided by the leadership team. 
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Local Demand Strategies 
and Resources


• Action Planning 
Meeting


– Based on the input provided in the 
previous meetings and data 
collected by ConnectKentucky a 
draft report is distributed for the 
leadership team’s review.  Any 
additional information or 
corrections will be noted at this 
meeting. 
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Local Demand Strategies 
and Resources


• Full Report Meeting


– The goal of the leadership team 
during its initial phase is to deliver 
the full report. This significant 
milestone marks a change in 
focus: moving from planning 
phase to implementation phase in 
future ongoing meetings. 
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Local Demand Strategies 
and Resources


• The Connect XXXXX County Full Report Includes:
– XXXXX County Strategic Technology Plan 
– Best Practices Resource Guide 
– XXXXX County eCommunity Leadership Team
– XXXXX County Demographics 
– Maps


• Statewide Broadband Inventory 
• XXXXX County Broadband Inventory 
• XXXXX County, Number of Households Unserved by a Broadband Provider 
• XXXXX County, Density of Households Unserved by a Broadband Provider 


– Technology Statistics
• Kentucky Technology Statistics
• XXXXX County Technology Statistics


– Prescription for Innovation Executive Summary
– Community Benchmarking Tool 


– About ConnectKentucky
• ConnectKentucky Presentation
• ConnectKentucky Overview


– Glossary of Broadband Terms 
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Enabling Legislation:  E2SSB 6438


Sec. 2. (3)  The department of information 
shall…develop a high speed internet deployment 
and adoption strategy to accomplish the following 
objectives:
(g)  Build and facilitate local technology planning 
teams and partnerships with members 
representing cross-sections of the community….
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Purposes of Local Technology Planning Teams


Conduct a needs assessment,


Work collaboratively with high-speed Internet 
providers and technology companies…to 
encourage deployment and use, especially in 
underserved areas, through the use of local 
demand aggregation, mapping analysis, and 
creation of market intelligence to improve 
investment rationale and business case, and


Work with WSU…to establish low-cost programs to 
improve computer ownership, technology literacy, 
and high-speed internet access for disenfranchised 
or unserved populations across the state.


2







Questions for Group Discussion


What is the purpose of the local planning teams?


Has this type of effort been undertaken previously?


If so, how is this different from previous efforts?


Why would people participate in this process?


What can we offer local teams at the end of their 
planning process?
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CCN Recommendations


Identify a lead organization with a 
statewide reach


To tap into existing efforts you need an 
organization with a presence in multiple 
communities across the state
That organization can aggregate 
information from multiple locations to 
develop a statewide recommendation
They can also help define the term “local”







CCN Recommendations
Divide the project into two phases


Build the demand
Digital literacy training
End user equipment deployment
Application content development for 
local communities


Then in areas where the demand hasn’t 
created a sufficient business case to 
encourage private investment,
Build the infrastructure
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CCN Recommendations


Tie into existing funding programs 
such as CTOP, City of Seattle CT 
grant program, private foundations
Groups need to see that there is a 
benefit to participating in a planning 
process
Policy-makers and funders need to 
see a connection between programs, 
planning and results
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Additional Comments?  Questions?


Betty Buckley, Executive Director
Communities Connect Network


509.690.0530
betty__buckley@msn.com



mailto:Betty__buckley@msn.com
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Costs of Other States Initiatives 
Prepared by Tom Robinson, CBG Communications, Inc., (610) 889-7470 
 
Presenter 
Tom Robinson, CBG Communications, Inc. 
 
Purpose of Appearance 
To provide the Work Group with information on how other states have funded their high-speed internet initiatives. 
 


State1 Initial Cost of 
Mapping 


Cost of 
Operation/Maintenance 


Cost of Initial Deployment 
Initiative 


Cost of Adoption Spurring 
Efforts 


Arkansas Detailed mapping is a 
Phase II initiative.  
Working with local e-
communities at the 
county level to create 
maps.  Still using Initial 
Phase I monies 
($750,000). 
 


None established On August 18, 2008, received 
notice of $1.9 million in federal 
rural grants (grant writing is 
part of the initiative’s activities 
awarded for three counties to 
bring broadband to meet 
municipal, fire and public 
safety needs. 


Not yet known. 


California $400,000 donation from 
AT&T to the California 
Emerging Technology 
Fund (CETF).  Other 
infrastructure providers 
also submitted some 
funding. 


California is relying on data 
collected as part of the state 
franchising process and 
federal broadband reporting 
requirements (Form 477) to 
update its maps.  Two GIS 
employees were hired by the 
state PUC to keep 
broadband maps (as well as 
other state maps) up-to-date.
 
 
 


The California Broadband 
Task Force (CBTF) received 
one round of funding for $60 
million.  Beginning in 2008, 
another state entity operating 
under the Utilities Commission 
(the California Advanced 
Services Fund-CASF) will 
allocate $50 million over the 
next two years for last mile 
funding.   


$100 million from the state 
universal service fund redirected 
for broadband initiatives, 
including adoption spurring 
efforts. 


                                                 
1 Additional detail can be found by clicking on various sub-links after connecting to: http://www.ncsl.org/programs/lis/ConnectAmericaPubs.htm   



http://www.ncsl.org/programs/lis/ConnectAmericaPubs.htm
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State1
 Initial Cost of 


Mapping 
Cost of 


Operation/Maintenance 
Cost of Initial Deployment 


Initiative 
Cost of Adoption Spurring 


Efforts 
Illinois Funded by a grant from 


the Illinois Department 
of Commerce and 
Economic Opportunity. 
This is part of the initial 
funding for the entire 
mapping, deployment 
and adoption effort of $4 
million. 
 


Establishment of a non-profit 
is in progress.  Efforts to 
establish the non-profit have 
been led by the Broadband 
Deployment Council.  The 
Council will be liaison to the 
General Assembly.   
 


$4 million will be used to 
launch the non-profit effort and 
all of its activities.  The Council 
is charged with identifying 
state assets that can be used 
to help establish broadband. 


$4 million will be used to launch 
the non-profit effort and all of its 
activities. 


Iowa Private sector 
investment and then 
anticipated state funding 
beginning in 2009.  
Various costs not yet 
identified.   
 


Not yet known Not yet known Not yet known 


Kansas Telecom providers 
ordered under state 
legislation to submit 
maps of areas where 
customers can receive 
broadband services.  
The public utilities 
commission will compile 
that information into a 
report for the legislature. 
No additional funding for 
mapping set aside by 
the state.   
 
 
 
 


Not specifically funded. New legislation proposed, but 
not passed that would create a 
broadband development fund. 


New legislation proposed, but not 
passed that would assist with 
development and funding of 
demand side programs. 
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State1
 Initial Cost of 


Mapping 
Cost of 


Operation/Maintenance 
Cost of Initial Deployment 


Initiative 
Cost of Adoption Spurring 


Efforts 
Kentucky 
(Connected 
Nation's 
Model) 


$250,000 $75,000 annually Since 2004, $7 million in 
funding has been provided by 
the State for several aspects 
of broadband development 
and adoption initiatives. 


- ConnectKentucky puts counties 
in touch with smaller providers 
who provide fast Internet service 
using less-costly fixed wireless 
systems. Such systems have 
proved useful reaching rural 
areas. 
- As an example, one county 
invested about $8,000 in a fixed-
wireless system and helped Blue 
One (small provider) obtain 
permission from water districts 
and private property owners to 
install equipment on water towers 
in the county.   
- Blue One then launched a pilot 
program (2006) in Pendleton with 
30 customers and began signing 
up the general public in early 
2007.  
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State1
 Initial Cost of 


Mapping 
Cost of 


Operation/Maintenance 
Cost of Initial Deployment 


Initiative 
Cost of Adoption Spurring 


Efforts 
Maine ConnectME was 


established by the 
legislature as part of a 
gubernatorial initiative to 
bring broadband to 
unserved areas of the 
state and retain the 
youth of Maine who 
have been leaving for 
more urban areas.  
$500,000 was initially 
awarded as seed money 
with the money returned 
to its original budget 
allocation from the 
universal service fund 
as it was collected in 
2007. 


The Authority will be funded 
in an on-going manner with a 
0.25% surcharge on in-state 
retail communications 
services.  This fund is 
expected to generate 
$800,000 to $1 million 
annually, which will be used 
to support operation, 
deployment and adoption 
spurring activities. 


   $800,000 to $1 million 
annually to be dispersed 
across the state in last mile 
funding, grass roots initiative 
and economic development 
work related to deploying and 
spurring broadband adoption 
in Maine. 


$800,000 to $1 million annually to 
be dispersed across the state in 
last mile funding, grass roots 
initiative and economic 
development work related to 
deploying and spurring 
broadband adoption in Maine. 


Massachusetts - The initial map was 
developed by the John 
Adams Innovative 
Institute (JAII - an arm of 
the Massachusetts 
Technology 
Collaborative [MTC])  
- Prior to this, in 2006, 
the JAII also partly 
funded the broadband 
data collection efforts.  
- The JAII is state 
funded and provides 
support for technology-
based economic 
development initiatives 
of the state.  


A new Massachusetts 
Broadband Institute (MBI) 
has been established to 
provide oversight of 
disbursement of a $40 
million bond fund to promote 
broadband last mile 
connectivity and economic 
development linked to 
broadband availability. 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Deployment funding will come 
from part of the $40 million 
bond, but there is a three-year 
window placed on resolving 
issues. 


Also, part of the $40 million bond, 
but there is a three-year window 
placed on resolving issues.  The 
MBI will be working with several 
grass roots initiatives to bring 
broadband to rural areas. 
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State1
 Initial Cost of 


Mapping 
Cost of 


Operation/Maintenance 
Cost of Initial Deployment 


Initiative 
Cost of Adoption Spurring 


Efforts 
Nebraska Nebraska's broadband 


task force disbanded in 
2006 after deciding that 
existing efforts were 
generally meeting 
demand in the state. 
Remaining broadband 
mapping related work 
went to the Nebraska 
Information Technology 
Commission (NITC).  
That commission, under 
2008 legislation, 
expanded the work of the 
existing GIS Council to 
address documenting 
information infrastructure. 


Not reported separately - The Nebraska Internet 
Enhancement Fund (NIEF) was 
created by the Legislature 
(2001) to provide financial 
assistance to counties and 
municipalities for the installation 
and delivery of broadband or 
other advanced 
telecommunications 
infrastructure and service.  
- $250,000 was appropriated to 
start the program. The fund 
receives gifts, contributions, 
property and equipment from 
public and private sources. 
- Another source is agencies 
and political subdivisions that 
lease dark fiber pursuant to 
Neb. Rev. Stat. § 86-2301 et 
seq., which requires that 50% of 
profits from such leases be 
remitted to the NIEF. 


The Nebraska Information 
Technology Commission (NITC) 
has a variety of initiatives (including 
some grass roots initiatives that 
were folded into the Commission).  


North Carolina Beyond the efforts of the 
eNC Authority no 
separate state mapping 
initiative exists.  Currently 
the authority uses data 
voluntarily filed by 
telecom companies to 
create an annual 100 
county broadband report.  
In 2008, broadband 
mapping legislation failed 
to move out of committee.
 


Between $1 and $2 million 
(total annual operational cost 
for the eNC Authority for 
operations, including support 
of deployment and adoption 
activities). 


Multiple grants over a period of 
years including the initial grant 
of $1 million for operating and 
$25 million for e-grants which 
were awarded in its first 3 years 
of operation, including support 
for both deployment and 
adoption efforts.  In 2007 the 
state (via eNC) also 
appropriated $1.2 million in 
matching funds to Embarq to 
establish better broadband 
connectivity in four counties, 
serving to almost double 
availability in those areas. 


Multiple grants over a period of 
years including the initial grant of 
$1 million for operating and $25 
million for e-grants which were 
awarded in its first 3 years of 
operation, including support for 
both deployment and adoption 
efforts.   
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State1
 Initial Cost of 


Mapping 
Cost of 


Operation/Maintenance 
Cost of Initial Deployment 


Initiative 
Cost of Adoption Spurring 


Efforts 
Ohio 
(Connected 
Nation's 
Model) 


$500,000 to $1,000,000 Approximately $3,000,000 
per year, including state 
funds and other broadband 
grants and subsidies. 


Included as part of the $3 
million. 


Included as part of the $3 million. 


Pennsylvania The Department of 
Community and 
Economic Development 
(DCED) has a 5-year, 
$400,000 contract 
(started in 2006) to 
create and maintain two 
internet based 
interactive maps, one for 
state-wide planning use 
for a fee and one that is 
accessible by the public. 
 


Part of the 5 year, $400,000 
contract 


Disbursed annually to support 
both deployment and adoption 
from the Broadband Outreach 
and Aggregation Fund (BOAF) 
- capped at $5 million a year 
(from assessments on local 
exchange carriers).  The 2008 
fund is $2.3 million.   


Disbursed annually to support 
both deployment and adoption 
from the Broadband Outreach 
and Aggregation Fund (BOAF) - 
capped at $5 million a year (from 
assessments on local exchange 
carriers).  The 2008 fund is $2.3 
million.   


South Carolina 
(Connected 
Nation's 
Model) 


Connected Nation 
volunteered to assist 
with a mapping exercise 
in South Carolina (with 
data from existing 
telecom partnerships) to 
demonstrate the value 
of the map. A state task 
force recommended in 
February 2008 hiring a 
consultant to advise as 
to mapping and 
economic development, 
as well as defining 
broadband.  An RFP 
has been issued. 
 
 


Not yet known. Not yet known. Not yet known. 
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State1
 Initial Cost of 


Mapping 
Cost of 


Operation/Maintenance 
Cost of Initial Deployment 


Initiative 
Cost of Adoption Spurring 


Efforts 
Tennessee 
(Connected 
Nation's 
Model) 


Mapping costs folded 
into $7.5 million 
awarded by the 
Department of 
Economic and 
Community 
Development over three 
years to support 
Connected Tennessee 
efforts. 


Cost part of the $7.5 million. Cost part of the $7.5 million. Cost part of the $7.5 million. 


Vermont Mapping Data is 
obtained through service 
providers and the 
general public.  This is a 
voluntary process with a 
website created for the 
input of data by the 
public and providers. 


$10,000 per year - Ten million dollar Federal 
Highway Administration, High 
Priority earmark for fiber optic 
backbone construction. 
- The Vermont 
Telecommunications Authority 
(VTA) has up to $40 million 
dollars in bonds to support 
construction projects in its first 
year of existence. 
- The Vermont Economic 
Development Administration 
(VEDA) administers the 
Technology Infrastructure 
Fund (TIF) and has close to $2 
million in below market interest 
rate loans available as part of 
the TIF Program. 
 
 
 
 
 
 


TIF and VTA support adoption 
efforts as part of the same 
funding for last mile initiatives. 
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State1
 Initial Cost of 


Mapping 
Cost of 


Operation/Maintenance 
Cost of Initial Deployment 


Initiative 
Cost of Adoption Spurring 


Efforts 
West Virginia 
(Connected 
Nation's 
Model) 


West Virginia broadband 
mapping was funded by 
Verizon 
Communications 
through a non-profit 
group. 


Not specified. Governor has said broadband 
availability and adoption is a 
"high priority" for West Virginia 
and promoted the 
establishment of a state 
broadband fund.  No total 
dollar amount has been 
specified.  Will be a combined 
private/public funding initiative. 


Governor has said broadband 
availability and adoption is a "high 
priority" for West Virginia and 
promoted the establishment of a 
state broadband fund.  No total 
dollar amount has been specified.  
Will be a combined private/public 
funding initiative. 
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State Amount Funded by Grants, Contributions, State 
Funds, etc. 


Notes/Comments 


Arkansas  ABAC proposed legislation in Spring 2008 to establish a fund 
(another $750,000) to fully implement Phase I and begin Phase 
II of the project but it has not yet moved forward. 


State established Arkansas Broadband Advisory 
Council (ABAC) to oversee the establishment of a 
non-profit Connect Arkansas to address the state's 
ranking as 47th in the US in broadband availability. 


California Funding Summary and Additional Detail: 
- Non-State Funds - $400,000 for mapping from AT&T, along 
with some funding by other telecom providers.   
- State programs - The California Emerging Technology Fund 
(CETF) awards grants for broadband projects; and the 
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) created the 
California Advanced Services Fund (CASF) for spurring 
broadband deployment in un-served and underserved areas. 
Starting January 2008, the CASF is funded at $50 million per 
year for two-years from a 0.25 percent surcharge on retail 
telecommunications customers’ monthly bills. The CPUC also 
provided $100 million in initial funding to the CASF by 
temporarily transferring monies from other state universal 
service programs. 


 - Other Funds - The one-time $60 Million amount 
was provided to the CPUC from the mergers of 
SBC/AT&T and Verizon/MCI in November 2005. 


Illinois In Spring 2008, the Legislature transferred $4 million from the 
Illinois Commerce Commission’s Digital Divide Infrastructure 
Elimination Fund into the High Speed Internet Services and 
Information Technology Fund. 


The state initially attempted to map broadband via 
a number of mechanisms, such as tying 
participation to the award of state and municipal 
contracts; however these efforts failed because of 
concerns from the private sector about public 
availability of the requested information.  The $4 
million allocated will be awarded to a non-profit 
established to conduct mapping and promote use 
and availability of broadband through local 
response teams.  State legislation in 2008 to 
establish a separate rural broadband fund failed. 


Iowa Initial funding is via private sector investment and existing 
contracts, but state appropriations are expected next year. 
Broadband development support costs are not provided by the 
Iowa Utilities Board (IUB). 
 


Passed HB 662 to establish the Iowa Educational 
Network.  The IEN's development is hoped to 
resolve rural broadband issues.   
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State Amount Funded by Grants, Contributions, State 
Funds, etc. 


Notes/Comments 


Kansas New legislation proposed but not passed that would provide 
funding. 


The state of Kansas in ordering broadband 
providers to supply maps of served areas, defined 
broadband as speeds in both directions of at least 
200 kbps and unserved areas as census tracts with 
less than 15% of potential customers capable of 
receiving broadband. 
 


Kentucky 
(Connected 
Nation's 
Model) 


- House Bill 550 established a combination loan/grant fund 
under the Kentucky Infrastructure Authority (KIA) to help provide 
broadband coverage to households that were still unserved. 
However, there was no appropriation to the fund.  
- As a result, state financial assistance for broadband 
deployment is limited to reallocating funds from other state 
programs. Even with this, $7 million has been invested by the 
State of Kentucky for their broadband project. 
 
- ConnectKentucky has gained Rural Utility Service (RUS) 
grants for three broadband providers and funds from the 
Appalachian Regional Commission’s Information Age 
Appalachia program (federal) to support its operations.  
 


- ConnectKentucky has reported that $860 million 
in private capital was invested in Kentucky 
telecommunications since its inception. 


Maine The Authority funds proposals through: grants, direct 
investments, or loans made on behalf of, in partnership with, or 
in support of, one or more communications service providers. 


Also received $3.6 million in federal universal 
service funds to promote health-based initiatives 
via broadband connectivity. 
 


Massachusetts The Massachusetts Broadband Institute will make public 
investment via the $40 million general obligation bond being 
issued for the entire broadband project to all currently unserved 
communities by 2010, the Institute will fund these investments in 
technology-neutral, public-private partnerships to build 
necessary infrastructure with the objective of providing high-
speed internet and broadband services. 
 
 


The MBI initiative was adopted on June 23, 2008 
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State Amount Funded by Grants, Contributions, State 
Funds, etc. 


Notes/Comments 


Nebraska The NITC was established in 1998 to create a state technology 
plan.  The commission has evolved over the last 10 years to 
embrace the bulk of the state's technology related initiatives.  
Funding approval and distribution amounts from the NITC are 
bi-annual and project based through state appropriations.  


The original broadband task force was given a 
$200,000 budget to study broadband initiatives. It's 
report is available online at 
http://www.nitc.state.ne.us/reports  
 


North Carolina In its first three years, over $25 million in funding was provided 
by the eNC Authority to rural counties for both demand 
(adoption) and supply (deployment) side efforts. 
 


 


Ohio 
(Connected 
Nation's 
Model) 


-State budget for the Connect Ohio project - $2.9 million for 
FY2008-2009 (80% of planned budget); and $3.9 million for 
FY2010-2011. 
- Additional Funding - $750,000 is expected to come from cable 
and telecommunications companies and other private 
businesses.  
 


The state has projected $80 million in funding to 
support full development of broadband connectivity 
and access. 


Pennsylvania - The Department of Community and Economic Development 
(DCED) supports outreach programs for the benefits, use and 
procurement of broadband services. It also provides grants for 
broadband services in communities with limited access to such 
services and providers. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


The DCED works with the Bona Fide Retail 
Request Program which provides rural 
communities without broadband, who have met 
certain levels of demand, with broadband services 
within one year. The threshold for communities is 
50 potential customers or 25% of the total 
customers available. 
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State Amount Funded by Grants, Contributions, State 
Funds, etc. 


Notes/Comments 


South Carolina 
(Connected 
Nation's 
Model) 


Initial consulting RFP funded by the State. South Carolina established a broadband advisory 
committee that initially contracted with Connected 
Nation to create a map.  Connected Nation also 
serves on the advisory committee.  The map 
describes the state as having 94% broadband 
availability.  The advisory committee filed a report 
to the legislature in 2008 recommending that a 
consultant map the state.  A vote of no confidence 
in the development of that recommendation though 
was filed by a group of committee members 
representing the state's educational television 
leadership based on various considerations.   
 


Tennessee 
(Connected 
Nation's 
Model) 


$7.5 million awarded by the State to create Connected 
Tennessee. 


Uses the same strategic model of 
supply/demand/support efforts as Connect 
Kentucky.  In 2005, the Tennessee Regulatory 
Authority (TRA) attempted to map the state and 
requested information from broadband providers.  
Of the state's 104 broadband providers, only 45 
responded.  That led to the creation of the 
Broadband Task Force which recommended in 
January 2007, the selection of Connected Nation to 
create a non-profit. 
 


Vermont -There is also a State grant program - The state in partnership 
with several agencies provides grants to communities that do 
not have or can't afford broadband service. Funding is provided 
through the capital budget ($550,000 for FY2005-2007). To 
date, grants ($50,000 per applicant) have been awarded to 
twelve Vermont towns. 
 
 
 


- $3 Million in grants from the Economic 
Development Administration have been provided to 
date. 
- $500,000 in initial federal appropriations and an 
additional $600,000 from the US Senate have been 
provided to date for the project. 
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State Amount Funded by Grants, Contributions, State 
Funds, etc. 


Notes/Comments 


West Virginia 
(Connected 
Nation's 
Model) 


- State Broadband Fund (2008) - Funded through gifts, 
donations and budget appropriations.  The fund is to help 
increase broadband accessibility through the expansion of 
broadband services and infrastructure. 


Received $3.6 million in federal universal service 
funds to promote health-based initiatives via 
broadband connectivity.  Also received $37 million 
in a low interest loan from the federal government 
to bring fiber to five rural counties.  A US Senator 
led the effort.   State also has implemented 
www.WVConnectivity.com .  This is a web portal 
on broadband issues promoted by the West 
Virginia Small Business Technology Education and 
Competitiveness Initiative.  The initiative is a 
statewide awareness and education program of the 
West Virginia Chamber of Commerce, the West 
Virginia High-Tech Consortium, local chambers of 
commerce and other partner organizations.  Public 
sector partners include the West Virginia Small 
Business Development Centers and the 
Appalachian Regional Commission. 


 


 



http://www.wvconnectivity.com/






High-Speed Internet Strategy Work Group Meeting  September 10, 2008
 


Work Plan 
Department of Information Services (DIS) 
Prepared by Tamara Jones, DIS, (360) 902-3557 
 
Background 
E2SSB 6438 tasked the Work Group with developing a strategy for Washington State to: 


1. Develop geographic information system maps and inventories of public and private high-
speed internet infrastructure. 


2. Address management of proprietary and competitively sensitive data. 
3. Spur development of high-speed internet resources across the state. 
4. Track residential and business adoption of high-speed internet, computers, and related 


information technology. 
5. Build, facilitate, and use local technology planning teams to help with internet 


deployment to disenfranchised or unserved areas. 
6. Work with Washington State University Extension to establish low-cost programs to 


improve computer ownership, technology literacy, and high-speed internet access for 
unserved populations in the state. 


 
Status 
Seven Work Group meetings are scheduled.  The following work plan was agreed to by the 
Work Group at the July 9, 2008 meeting. 
 
Meeting #1 (July 9) – Introduction and Background - Completed 


• Enabling Legislation 
• 2007 Broadband Disparity Study 
• Work Plan 


 
Meeting #2 (August 7) – Data - Completed 


• Develop geographic information system maps and inventories of public and private high-
speed internet infrastructure. 


• Address management of proprietary and competitively sensitive data. 
• Track residential and business adoption of high-speed internet, computers, and related 


information technology. 
 
Meeting #3 (September 10) – Data 


• Develop geographic information system maps and inventories of public and private high-
speed internet infrastructure. 


• Address management of proprietary and competitively sensitive data. 
• Track residential and business adoption of high-speed internet, computers, and related 


information technology. 
• Build, facilitate, and use local technology planning teams to help with internet 


deployment to disenfranchised or unserved areas. 
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Meeting #4 (October 8) 
• Address management of proprietary and competitively sensitive data. 
• Spur development of high-speed internet resources across the state. 
• Build, facilitate, and use local technology planning teams to help with internet 


deployment to disenfranchised or unserved areas.  
• Work with Washington State University Extension to establish low-cost programs to 


improve computer ownership, technology literacy, and high-speed internet access for 
unserved populations in the state. 


 
Meeting #5 (October 22) 


• Strategies 
• Recommendations 


 
Meeting #6 (November 6) 


• Initial Findings 
• Initial Recommendations 


 
Meeting #7 (November 19) 


• Final Report 
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Status Report to the Legislature 
 
Pursuant to Engrossed Second Substitute Senate Bill 6438, on August 28, 2008 DIS 
submitted a status report on the activities of the Work Group to the Legislature.  The 
report is available at http://dis.wa.gov/hiswg/docs/Legislative%20Status%20Update.pdf.  
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 



http://dis.wa.gov/hiswg/docs/Legislative%20Status%20Update.pdf
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 High-Speed Internet Deployment and 
Adoption Strategy Work Group 


 
Introduction 
 
During the 2008 session, the Legislature passed Second Engrossed Substitute Senate Bill 6438 
establishing a High-Speed Internet Strategy Work Group. The legislation specifies that the Work 
Group is to be supported by the Washington State Department of Information Services (DIS). 
 
The legislation states that the Work Group is to prepare a strategy for Washington State to: 
 


• Develop geographic information system maps and inventories of public and private high-
speed internet infrastructure 


• Address management of proprietary and competitively sensitive data 
• Spur development of high-speed internet resources across the state 
• Track residential and business adoption of high-speed internet, computers, and related 


information technology 
• Build, facilitate, and use local technology planning teams to help with internet 


deployment to disenfranchised or unserved areas 
• Work with Washington State University Extension to establish low-cost programs to 


improve computer ownership, technology literacy, and high-speed internet access for 
unserved populations in the state 


 
The legislation also indicated that the Work Group is to be comprised of representatives of: 
 


• Economic Development 
• Local Community Development 
• Local Government 
• Community Planning 
• Technology Planning 
• Education 
• Health Care 
• Telecommunications Provider 
• Technology Companies 
• Telecommunications Unions 
• Public Utilities 
• Public Safety 
• Tribal Government 


 
DIS extended invitations for participation in the Work Group and has scheduled seven meetings 
of the Work Group between July and November 2008.  Following a competitive bidding process, 
DIS also hired CBG Communications, Inc. (CBG) to assist in facilitating the Work Group 
meetings and developing the strategy.   
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Work Group Composition 
 
The Work Group is comprised of the following members: 


Representative Organization Represented 


Twyla Barnes Educational Services District 112 


Jim Broman Lacey Fire District #3 


Betty Buckley Communities Connect Network 


Earl Heister Information Services Board Member 


Johan Hellman Verizon 


Phil Jones Utilities and Transportation Commission 


David Keyes City of Seattle 


John Klein King County 


Gail Love Communication Workers of America 


Ron Lucas Rainier Communications 
Commission/Washington Association of 
Telecommunications Officers and Advisors 


Gary Mallon Greater Spokane Incorporated 


Ron Main Broadband Cable Association of Washington 


Susie Mason Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation 


Alison McCaffree NPower 


Lew McMurran Washington Technology Industry Association 


Jeff Mero Association of Washington Public Hospital 
Districts 


Matt Mitchell Washington State University Extension 


Matt Newbry Department of Community, Trade and 
Economic Development 


Joe Poire Port of Whitman County 


Gary Robinson Department of Information Services 


David Siburg Kitsap Public Utilities District 


Ed Stern Association of Washington Cities/City of 
Poulsbo 


Mary Taylor CenturyTel 


Michael Tracy Grays Harbor Economic Development Council 


Dan Youmans AT&T 
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Work Plan 
 
At the first meeting of the Work Group the membership reviewed the legislation establishing the 
Work Group and endorsed a work plan to ensure that the strategy is completed by December 1, 
2008.  The work plan includes the following tasks for each meeting.   


Meeting #1 (July 9) - Completed 
• Discuss Enabling Legislation 
• Discuss 2007 Broadband Disparity Study 
• Discuss Work Plan 


 
Meeting #2 (August 7) – Completed 


• Develop geographic information system maps and inventories of public and private 
high-speed internet infrastructure 


• Address management of proprietary and competitively sensitive data 
• Track residential and business adoption of high-speed internet, computers and 


related information technology 
 
Meeting #3 (September 10)  


• Develop geographic information system maps and inventories of public and private 
high-speed internet infrastructure 


• Address management of proprietary and competitively sensitive data 
• Track residential and business adoption of high-speed internet, computers and 


related information technology 
• Build, facilitate, and use local technology planning teams to help with internet 


deployment to disenfranchised or unserved areas 
 
Meeting #4 (October 8) 


• Address management of proprietary and competitively sensitive data 
• Spur development of high-speed internet resources across the state 
• Build, facilitate, and use local technology planning teams to help with internet 


deployment to disenfranchised or unserved areas 
• Work with Washington State University Extension to establish low-cost programs to 


improve computer ownership, technology literacy and high-speed internet access for 
unserved populations in the state 


 
Meeting #5 (October 22) 


• Strategies 
• Recommendations 


 
Meeting #6 (November 6) 


• Initial Findings 
• Initial Recommendations 


 
Meeting #7 (November 19) 


• Final Report Development 
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Activities of the Work Group to Date 
 
During the first meeting, CBG presented the results of the Broadband Disparity Study performed for 
the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC) in accordance with SHB 1128, 
Section 149 (3).  CBG reviewed baseline findings about broadband availability and adoption in five 
counties in the state.  These findings include: 
 


• Factors that inhibit broadband availability 
• Factors that inhibit broadband adoption and use 
• Five key residential adoption profiles that had emerged 
• Ways to increase broadband adoption 
• Economic impacts from lack of broadband availability 
• Potential broadband deployment and development models 
 


At the second meeting the Work Group reviewed and discussed the following topics: 
 


• How best to define high-speed internet 
• How to create a geographic information system (GIS) map and inventories of public and 


private high-speed internet infrastructure 
• The management of proprietary and competitively sensitive data 
• Other states’ high-speed internet initiatives 
• Federal initiatives and possible federal funding for state mapping initiatives 
• The best methods to track residential and business adoption of high speed internet services 
• The deployment of electricity, telephone, and cable television in comparison to broadband 


adoption 
 
In preparation for the upcoming September meeting, information is being gathering about: 
 


• How best to build and facilitate local technology planning teams 
• Costs for implementing a mapping system, ongoing maintenance, and support for 


deployment 
 
At each meeting members of the public have also been invited to address the Work Group 
about the meeting topics. 
 
A web site has been established for the Work Group.  All of the meeting materials and 
background information associated with the activities of the Work Group are posted at the site, 
which is available at: http://dis.wa.gov/hiswg/default.htm.  
 
Next Steps 
 
The Work Group will continue to follow the work plan so that a full report on a High-Speed 
Internet Strategy will be completed for submission to the Governor and the Legislature by 
December 1, 2008. 


 



http://dis.wa.gov/hiswg/default.htm



